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1.0 Purpose/Project Authorization 

a) Real Estate Plan Purpose 

This Real Estate Plan (REP) is presented in support of the Grays Harbor 
Navigation Improvement Project (NIP) Limited Re-evaluation Report-
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (LRR-SEIS) and describes the 
real property interests required to implement the preferred project design 
alternative.  The purpose of the REP is to (1) identify the lands, easements, 
rights-of-way and relocations and disposal sites (LERRD) required to support 
construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed project elements 
described in the LRR-SEIS to which this REP is appended; and (2) outline the 
costs and real estate considerations associated with project implementation. The 
Non-Federal Sponsor (NFS) for this project is the Port of Grays Harbor.  
 
The subject navigation improvement project was authorized by the Water 
Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, Public Law 99-662. 
 

b) General Project Description 

The Grays Harbor NIP is located 50 miles west of Olympia on the southwest 
coast of Washington. Grays Harbor is approximately 110 miles south of the 
entrance to the Strait of Juan de Fuca and 45 miles north of the mouth of the 
Columbia River. The cities of Aberdeen, Hoquiam, Ocean Shores, and Westport 
are located within Grays Harbor. The segment of the channel that was evaluated 
for deepening is from South Reach upstream to Cow Point Reach (See Exhibit 
A). 

The 1986 authorization provided for deepening the navigation channel to a 
project depth of -38 feet Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW). The LRR proposes to 
deepen the existing project navigation channel from -36 feet to -38 feet MLLW to 
increase efficiencies of navigation for the present fleet of deep draft vessels. 
 

c) Previous Studies 

No prior Real Estate Plans have been produced for the proposed project. 

2.0 Lands, Easements and Rights-of-Way (LER) Description and 
Location 

Lands required for the initial construction phase activities include a fee interest for the 
upland disposal site proposed at the City of Hoquiam’s Waste Water Treatment Plant 
(WWTP), as well as a Temporary Work Area easement for the dock that will be used 
as a barge off-loading facility.   (See Exhibit B map for a delineation of required LERRD 
areas).   If unsuitable materials are encountered during subsequent maintenance 
dredging activities, those dredged materials will be transported to a commercial 
disposal facility that is permitted to accept such unsuitable materials.  It is highly 
unlikely that unsuitable material will be encountered during Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M), so no real estate for that event has been identified as part of this 
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project (Dredged Materials Management Office (DMMO)).  The real estate interest 
requirements will be reevaluated if need arises for upland disposal of unsuitable 
material following the construction year. 
 
Water access by barge will be utilized for dredging activities during construction via 
Federal Navigational Servitude authority.  Dump trucks and grading equipment will 
access the temporary upland disposal site at the City of Hoquiam’s WWTP via public 
roads.   

 
Dredged material produced as a result of the proposed deepening action and 
subsequent maintenance dredging will be made available for beneficial use at the Half 
Moon Bay nearshore nourishment and Point Chehalis Revetment Extension Mitigation 
sites.  These adjacent sites have existing real estate rights that have been historically 
used for the purpose of transporting and stockpiling dredged material for this purpose.  
Consequently, the placement and mitigation site adjacent to the Point Chehalis 
Revetment Extension, as well as the area needed for hydraulic pipeline access to that 
footprint from Half Moon Bay, should not be considered a real estate requirement that 
must be provided by the Port of Grays Harbor for the proposed action and 
recommendation as identified in the LRR. 

 
The table below identifies the present ownerships and the required estates and 
acreages for the project:  

 
WASTE WATER TREATMENT PLANT 

APN Owner 
Project 
Acres 

Proposed 
Estate 

Land Cost 
Estimate 

Value 

56401000301 City of Hoquiam 1.70 Fee 
 

$222,156 

56401000201 
City of Hoquiam 

1.51 Fee 
 

$197,327 

56401100100 
City of Hoquiam 

.17 Fee 
 

$22,216 

56401100203 
Port of Grays Harbor 
(Upland) 

.21
Temporary 
Work Area 

 
$1,372 

56401100203 
Port of Grays Harbor (Below 
Mean Higher High Water 
Mark) 

1.08 
Temporary 
Work Area 

$0 

Dock – no APN 
Port of Grays Harbor 
(Terminal #3) 

2.52 
Temporary 
Work Area 

$0 
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The NFS will be required to certify the following estates in land available for the 
proposed project: 

Fee Simple 
The fee simple title to lands delineated in Exhibit B; subject, however, to existing 
easements for public roads and highways, public utilities, railroads, and 
pipelines.  

Temporary Work Area (TWA) Easement 
A temporary easement and right-of-way in, on, over and across the land 
delineated in Exhibit B for a period not to exceed one (1) year, beginning with 
date possession of the land is granted to the United States, for use by the United 
States, its representatives, agents, and contractors as a work area, including the 
right to deposit fill material thereon, move, store and remove equipment and 
supplies, and erect and remove temporary structures on the land, and to perform 
any other work necessary and incident to the construction of the Grays Harbor 
NIP, together with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom all trees, 
underbrush, obstructions, and any other vegetation, structures, or obstacles 
within the limits of the right-of-way; reserving, however, to the landowners, their 
heirs and assigns, all such rights and privileges as may be used without 
interfering with or abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; subject, 
however, to existing easements for public roads and highways, public utilities, 
railroads and pipelines. 
 

3.0 LER Owned by Non-Federal Sponsor (NSF) 

The Port of Gray’s Harbor currently owns fee interest for the Temporary Work Area 
(3.81 acres) identified for the project (See the “Waste Water Treatment Plant” table in 
Section 2 above). 
 
4.0 Non-Standard Estates 

Non-Standard estates will NOT be required for this project.   

5.0      Existing Federal Projects within the LER Required for the 

Projects 

The only real estate required for the project is the City of Hoquiam Waste Water 
Treatment Plant (WWTP) and the Port of Grays Harbor dock – neither of which conflict 
with any existing federal projects (See Exhibit B). 
 
6.0      Federally-Owned Lands within the LER for the Project 

Based on the Land Cost Estimate results and research of County Assessor’s records, 
no Federal lands exist within the project area.  
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7.0 Navigation Servitude 
The Federal Navigation Servitude is the dominant right of the Government under the 
Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution to use, control, and regulate the navigable 
waters of the United States and Submerged lands thereunder. The Federal Navigation 
Servitude is available for use on this project up to the Mean Higher High Water (MHHW) 
tidal elevation throughout Grays Harbor and will be exercised for the initial construction 
dredging efforts as well as for subsequent maintenance dredging performed by the 
Corps of Engineers as part of the project O&M requirements. The aquatic disposal 
areas proposed for this project include Southwest disposal site, the South Beach 
nearshore nourishment Beneficial Use site, the South Jetty disposal site, the Half Moon 
Bay nearshore nourishment Beneficial Use site and the Pt. Chehalis Revetment 
Extension Mitigation site (See Exhibit A). 

8.0  Real Estate Map 
 
A map that clearly delineates the real estate requirements to support the selected plan 
for the proposed project was developed by NWS-RE from engineering design maps and 
is attached as Exhibit B to this report.  The real estate map depicts the project area and 
outlines the various interests and estates required for the project. 

9.0 Discussion of Induced Flooding by Construction or Operations 
and Maintenance 

There is no induced flooding anticipated as a result of implementing the proposed 
project. 
 

10.0 Baseline Cost Estimate for Real Estate (BCERE) 
A Land Cost Estimate was developed by Karen R. Peterson, Review Appraiser, Seattle 
District, dated 17 April 2014.  The baseline cost estimate for real estate (BCERE) 
presented below provides a breakdown of the estimated costs for project LERD as well 
as estimated NFS administrative costs and Federal review and assistance costs 
associated with LERD certification and crediting activities.   

 
These preliminary estimated costs for lands are based on assessed market value per 
acre for each affected parcel, multiplied by proposed project acreage affecting each 
subject parcel. It is assumed that upon completion of the TWA activities, the dock will be 
left in as good a condition as when the TWA activities started. 
 

Since it is highly unlikely to occur, no real estate for disposal of unsuitable material 
during Operations and Maintenance (O&M) has been identified as part of this project, nor 
has any additional contingency been allowed if unsuitable material is encountered. 
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Table 1 – Baseline Cost Estimate for Real Estate (BCERE). 
 
Estate Acres Estimated Land 

Cost 
NFS LERRD 
Admin 

Fed LERRD 
review & 
assistance 

NFS LERRD 
Total 

 
Fee for construction 
disposal (WWTP) 

 
3.38 

 
$441,699 

$5,000 $10,000 $458,071 

 
Temporary Work 
Area  (Port dock for 
offloading– 1yr term) 

 
 
3.81 

 
 
$1,372 

Subtotals 443,071 $5,000 $10,000 $458,071 

15% contingency $66,460 $750 $1,500 $68,710 

Project Totals 7.19 $509,531 $5,750 $11,500 $526,781 

Totals (rounded) 7.19 $510,000 $5,750 $11,500 $527,000 

 
A Land Cost Estimate (LCE), rather than a Gross Appraisal was utilized as the basis of 
the USACE Civil Cost Share Program real estate planning support document.  This 
approach in is accordance with the Scott Whiteford, USACE Director of Real Estate 
memo, dated January 10, 2013, allowing for a LCE to be performed if the initial real 
estate values are estimated to be 10% or below the overall project costs. 
 
11.0  Uniform Relocation Assistance (PL 91-646, Title II, as amended) 

No relocation assistance benefits are anticipated for the proposed project.  There will be 
no families or businesses that will temporarily or permanently be displaced as of this 
writing.   
 
12.0 Mineral Activity 

There are currently no known mining operations in the project area that would affect the 
project.  Mineral location within the Fee Simple project footprint is inconsistent with the 
project purpose. Fee simple acquisition is the required estate due to the nature of the 
deposited material, and the value of any mineral rights at the project location are 
considered to be negligible. 
 
13.0  Non-Federal Sponsor (NFS) Capability Assessment 

The NFS has land acquisition experience and is fully capable of acquiring lands to 
support the project.  Exhibit C provides an assessment of the NFS’ real estate 
acquisition capability.  The NFS is considered fully capable of meeting the real estate 
requirements for the project. 
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Article III of the Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) will require the NFS to make 
available to the Corps of Engineers (COE) all lands required for construction of the 
proposed project.  When the NFS completes and signs the Certification of Lands – 
Authorization for Entry and Attorney’s Certificate (Exhibit D), the NFS certifies that it 
owns or controls a sufficient interest in the lands required for construction, and 
subsequent operation and maintenance of the subject project; and the NFS grants the 
Corps of Engineers permission to enter at reasonable times in a reasonable manner 
upon the subject lands for the purpose of constructing  and performing operation and 
maintenance activities for the project. 

14.0 Zoning 
There are no known zoning ordinances proposed in lieu of, or to facilitate acquisition in 
connection with this project.  
 
15.0     Acquisition Schedule 

The Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) is scheduled to be signed in December 
2014/January 2015 with construction scheduled to occur in FY17, depending on 
funding.  Real Estate acquisitions will begin once a PPA is fully executed between 
USACE and the NFS.   The NFS will be asked to certify their minimum real estate 
interests necessary to support the project construction and maintenance.  . The 
schedule below provides the estimated total amount of time to complete the acquisition 
of real estate rights for construction based on the current information available at this 
time: 
 
 Obtain title and perform appraisal services  5 months 
 Negotiations       4 months 
 Closing       1 month 
 LER Certification      2 months 
 
Upon development of a schedule containing milestones and target dates, the schedule 
will be coordinated between the Project Manager, NFS and Real Estate. 
 

16.0 Description of Facility/Utility Relocations 

a)  Facility/Utility Identification, Ownership, Project Impact 
There is no utility or public facility relocations anticipated for this project.  
Acquisition of the City of Hoquiam’s WWTP lagoons are not anticipated to be a 
relocation since the City has adopted a new waste water treatment process and 
it is no longer necessary to use the lagoon system for that purpose.  The City is 
currently in the process of accepting fill for the lagoon area.  As a result, no 
utilities or public facilities will be impacted by the implementation, or 
maintenance of the proposed project. 
b)  Preliminary or Final Attorney’s Opinion of Compensability 
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Not applicable.  See 16 (a) above. 
 
d)  Conclusion/Categorization 
ANY CONCLUSION OR CATEGORIZATION CONTAINED IN THIS REAL 
ESTATE PLAN, OR ELSEWHERE IN THIS PROJECT REPORT, THAT AN 
ITEM IS A UTILITY OR FACILITY RELOCATION TO BE PERFORMED BY 
THE NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR AS PART OF ITS LERD RESPONSIBILITIES 
IS PRELIMINARY ONLY.  THE GOVERNMENT WILL MAKE A FINAL 
DETERMINATION OF THE RELOCATIONS NECESSARY FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, OR MAINTENANCE OF THE PROJECT 
AFTER FURTHER ANALYSIS AND COMPLETION AND APPROVAL OF 
FINAL ATTORNEY’S OPINIONS OF COMPENSABILITY FOR EACH OF THE 
IMPACTED UTILITIES AND FACILITIES.  

17.0 Hazardous, Toxic and Radioactive Wastes (HTRW) 
An initial HTRW screening study conducted by the Corps of Engineers involved a 
search of public records and databases from the Environmental Protection Agency and 
Washington Department of Ecology for information regarding known or suspected 
contaminated sites in the project vicinity.  Additionally, the Corps of Engineers 
discussed the HTRW status of the WWTP lagoon with the City of Hoquiam.  No 
concerns were identified.   
 
Prior to WWTP decommissioning construction, biosludge in the WWTP lagoon was 
characterized and properly disposed of.  Chemistry data characterizing the WWTP and 
its contents prior to construction can be found in the City of Hoquiam’s Application for 
Coverage Under the General Permit for Biosolids Management dated July 20th 2007.  
Additionally, the City of Hoquiam received approval of construction plans for the 
partitioning and decommissioning of a portion of the WWTP in an October 9th 2009 
letter from the WA Department of Ecology.  Following construction, the City applied for 
and received a Notice of Termination for coverage under the Construction General 
Permit for stormwater discharges (also detailed in a letter from the WA Department of 
Ecology dated December 9th 2011). 
 

18.0 Landowner’s Views and Public Opposition 
Based on comments received during the Public Meetings, there have been some 
objections raised from the public regarding the placement of unsuitable material at the 
former WWTP lagoon.   
 
19.0 Non-Federal Sponsor (NFS) Acquisition Risk Assessment 

Notification 
The NFS has been notified in writing of the risks associated with acquiring 
properties/real estate interests prior to the agreement and full execution of the Project 
Partnership Agreement.   
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20.0 Other Issues (Planning, Design, Implementation) Relevant to 
LERRD Requirements 

In discussions with the NFS, the potential for conflicting 3rd party interests or deed 
restrictions associated with the proposed real estate were determined to be minimal.  As 
a result, title reports for the affected properties have not been obtained or reviewed for 
this project.  As the real estate needs are further defined, the NFS will be required to 
provide preliminary title reports, as applicable, to support the project.  All property 
interests acquired in support of the proposed project must take priority over any third 
party interests that could defeat or impair the NFSs title to the property or interfere with 
construction, operation and maintenance of the project.  All third party interests must be 
cleared from the title, or subordinated to the interest being made available for the 
project.  The NFSs attorney will be expected to review title reports for project parcels 
and discuss within the Outstanding Third Party Risk Analysis document all special 
exceptions to fee title that have the potential to defeat the project purpose (See Exhibit 
D). 
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  EXHIBIT “C” 
 

GRAYS HARBOR INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION 

IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

ASSESSMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SPONSOR'S 

REAL ESTATE ACQUISITION CAPABILITY 

 

I. Legal Authority: 

 a. Does the sponsor have legal authority to acquire and hold title to real  
  property for project purposes?  (YES) 

 b. Does the sponsor have the power of eminent domain for this project? 
  (yES) 

 c. Does the sponsor have "quick-take" authority for this project?  (NO) 
  [Note:  For most governmental agencies within a state such as WA the  
  following applies.  Before using these statements determine their   
  application to the situation. “The Non-Federal Sponsor has the   
  authority to acquire immediate possession.  However, title vests  

  after just compensation is determined by agreement or judicial  
  decision.] 

 d. Are any of the lands /interests in land required for the project located  
  outside the sponsor's political boundary?  (NO) 

e. Are any of the lands/interests in land required for the project owned by 
an entity whose property the sponsor cannot condemn?  (YES – the Port 
does not have the authority to condemn City-owned property.  The WWTP 
upland disposal site is owned by the City of Hoquiam, however, 
condemnation is not anticipated, as it is assumed the Port will be able to 
acquire fee thru the normal purchase/sale process.) 

II. Human Resource Requirements: 

 a. Will the sponsor's in-house staff require training to become familiar with  
 the real estate requirements of Federal projects including P.L. 91-646, as  
 amended?  (NO) 

 b. If the answer to II.a.  is “yes," has a reasonable plan been developed to  
  provide such training?  (N/A) 
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 c. Does the sponsor’s in-house staff have sufficient real estate acquisition  
  experience to meet its responsibilities for the project?  (YES) 

 d. Is the sponsor’s projected in-house staff level sufficient considering its  
  other work load, if any, and the project schedule?  (YES) 

 e. Can the sponsor obtain contractor support, if required, in a timely  
  fashion?  (YES) 

 f. Will the sponsor likely request USACE assistance in acquiring real  
  estate?  (NO)  (If “yes," provide description). 

III. Other Project Variables: 

 a. Will the sponsor’s staff be located within reasonable proximity to the  
  project site?  (YES) 

 b. Has the sponsor approved the project/real estate schedule/milestones? 
  (YES) 

IV. Overall Assessment: 

 a. Has the sponsor performed satisfactorily on other USACE projects?  
  (YES) 

 b. With regard to this project, the sponsor is anticipated to be: 
   ___ highly capable 
   X _ fully capable 
   ___ moderately capable 
   ___ marginally capable 
   ___ insufficiently capable.  (If sponsor is believed to be   
    “insufficiently capable:, provide explanation). 
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V. Coordination: 

 a. Has this assessment been coordinated with the sponsor? (YES) 

 b. Does the sponsor concur with this assessment? (YES) 
  (If “no," provide explanation). 

      Prepared by: 

 

      ______________________________________ 
      Kevin L. Kane 
      Realty Specialist 

      Reviewed and approved by: 

 

      ______________________________________ 
      Christopher A. Borton 
      Chief, Real Estate Division 
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DATE 
 
 
 
 
 
Department of the Army 
Seattle District, Corps of Engineers 
ATTN:  Real Estate Division 
Post Office Box 3755 
Seattle, Washington 98124-3755 
 
RE:  Certification of Lands and Authorization for Entry for the Grays Harbor Inner 
Harbor Navigation Improvement Project located in Grays Harbor County, Washington. 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
 By Project Cooperation Agreement dated the _________ day of ______________ 
20__, the Port of Grays Harbor, Washington assumed full responsibility to fulfill the 
requirements of non-federal cooperation as specified therein and in accordance with the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended. 
 
 This is to certify that the Port of Grays Harbor has sufficient title and interest in the 
lands hereinafter shown on Exhibit A, attached, in order to enable the Port of Grays 
Harbor to comply with the aforesaid requirements of non-federal cooperation. 
 
 Said lands and/or interest therein are owned or have been acquired by the Port of 
Grays Harbor, and are to be used for the construction, maintenance and operation of the 
above referenced project and include but are not limited to the following specifically 
enumerated rights and uses, except as hereinafter noted: 
 

1.  Fee Simple (perpetual footprint) 
The fee simple title to the land described in Schedule A; subject, however, to 
existing easements for public roads and highways, public utilities, railroads, and 
pipelines.   

 
2. Temporary Work Area Easement  

A temporary easement and right-of-way in, on, over, and across the land delineated 
on Exhibit A attached hereto for a period not to exceed one (1) year, beginning with 
date possession of the land is granted to the United States, for use by the United 
States, its representatives, agents, and contractors as a work area, including the right 
to deposit fill material thereon, move, store, and remove equipment and supplies, 
and erect and remove temporary structures on the land and to perform any other 
work necessary and incident to the construction of the Grays Harbor Inner Harbor 
Navigation Improvement Project, together with the right to trim, cut, fell, and 
remove therefrom all trees, underbrush, obstructions, and any other vegetation, 
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structures, or obstacles within the limits of the right-of-way; reserving, however, to 
the landowners, their heirs and assigns, all such rights and privileges as may be 
used without interfering with or abridging the rights and easement hereby acquired; 
subject however, to existing easements for public roads and highways, public 
utilities, railroads, and pipelines.  
 

 3. Perpetual Access Easement 
A perpetual non-exclusive and assignable easement and right-of-way in, on, over 
and across (the land delineated in Exhibit A for the location, construction, 
operation, maintenance, alteration and  replacement of a road and appurtenances 
thereto; together with the right to trim, cut, fell and remove therefrom all trees, 
underbrush, obstructions and other vegetation, structures, or obstacles within the 
limits of the right-of-way; subject,  however, to existing easements for public 
roads and highways, public utilities, railroads and pipelines. 

 
 
 The Port of Grays Harbor does hereby grant to the United States of America, its 
representatives, agents and contractors, an irrevocable right, privilege and permission to 
enter upon the lands hereinbefore mentioned for the purpose of prosecuting the project. 
 
 The Port of Grays Harbor certifies to the United States of America that any lands 
acquired subsequent to the execution of the Project Cooperation Agreement that are 
necessary for this project have been accomplished in compliance with the provisions of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
(Public Law 91-646) as amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform 
Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), and the Uniform Regulations 
contained in 49 CFR, Part 24. 
 
  Port of Grays Harbor, WASHINGTON 
 
 
 
                                                By: __________________________________ 
  _____________________________ 
  NAME:  
  Port Commissioner 
    
 
     DATE: ______________________ 
 

 



   

 

 EXHIBIT “D” 
 

ATTORNEY’S CERTIFICATE 
 
RE:  Certification of Lands and Authorization for Entry for the Grays Harbor Inner Harbor 
Navigation Improvement Project located in Grays Harbor County, Washington. 
 
I, [enter attorney’s name], an attorney admitted to practice law in the State of Washington certify 
that: 
 
I am the attorney for the Port of Grays Harbor, Washington. 
 
I have examined the title to the three parcels of land identified by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers as needed for the Grays Harbor Inner Harbor Navigation Improvement Project, 
located in Grays Harbor County, Washington, and included in the Certification of Lands and 
Authorization For Entry document to which this Certificate is appended. 
 
The Port of Grays Harbor is vested with sufficient title and interest in the described lands 
required by the United States of America to support the construction, operation, and maintenance 
of the Grays Harbor Inner Harbor Navigation Improvement Project. 
 
There [  ] are (see attached risk analysis) [  ] are no outstanding third party interests of record that 
could defeat or impair the title and interests of the Port of grays Harbor in and to the lands 
described, or interfere with construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project.  Such 
interests include, but are not limited to, public roads and highways, public utilities, railroads, 
pipelines, other public and private rights of way, liens and judgments.  To the extent such 
interests existed prior to acquisition of the described lands by the Port of Grays Harbor, such 
interests have either been cleared or subordinated to the title and interests so acquired. 
 
The Port of Grays Harbor has authority to grant the Certification of Lands and Authorization for 
Entry to which this Certificate is appended; that said Certification of Lands and authorization for 
entry is executed by the proper duly authorized authority; and that the authorization for entry is 
in sufficient form to grant the authorization therein stated. 
 
 DATED AND SIGNED at _____________________________, this ____ day of 

_____________________ 201_. 

 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       [Enter attorney’s name] 
        Attorney for Port of Grays Harbor 
 
 
 



  EXHIBIT “D” 
 

RISK ANALYSIS FOR OUTSTANDING 
THIRD PARTY INTERESTS 

 
RE:  Certification of Lands and Authorization for Entry for the Grays Harbor Inner Harbor 
Navigation Improvement Project located in Grays Harbor County, Washington. 
 
 There are outstanding third party interests of record in and to the lands required for the 
Project.  An evaluation of those interests is as follows:  
 

1. IDENTIFICATION OF THIRD PARTY INTERESTS:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. ASSESSMENT:  (Discuss whether the exercise of that interest is likely to physically impair the 
Project.  Discuss the legal implications if the interest is not cleared or subordinated.  Discuss the 
practical impediments to the exercise of the interest such as any required permits, land use 
restrictions, or compensation.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. PLAN TO RESOLVE:  (Discuss recourse available to protect the Project in the event the 
outstanding interest is exercised). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signed: 

 

_________________________________  DATE ___________________ 
[Enter attorney’s name] 
Attorney for Port of Grays Harbor 
 



 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDX E – COST ENGINEERING 
 

Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement Project  
Grays Harbor, WA 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this appendix is to document and present the detailed cost estimate prepared in 
support of the Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  The Grays Harbor Navigation 
Channel is 27.5 miles long and includes the following reaches from west to east: Bar, Entrance, 
Point Chehalis, South Reach, Outer Crossover, Inner Crossover, North Channel, Hoquiam 
Reach, Cow Point, Aberdeen, and South Aberdeen.  The navigation channel is of great 
importance to the Port of Grays Harbor and the local economy.  The Port of Grays Harbor is the 
local sponsor partnering with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for this project.  The federal 
government will cost share 75% of the total initial construction and 100% of the operations and 
maintenance costs. 
 
SCOPE 
 
There are two alternatives beside the no action alternative.  Alternatives 2 and 3 deepen the 
channel, with Alternative 3 being the recommended plan.   
 
Pricing in the cost estimate is for incremental deepening only and does not include the total 
dredge volume to reach the new authorized elevation.   
 
It is assumed that current maintenance dredging and channel deepening will happen in the 
same year under the same contract.  Under this assumption the total dredge volume to reach 
the new authorized level will allow the maximum bank height and provide more efficiency for the 
dredge vessel.  The total dredge volume was used to calculate the unit price for dredging 
because this is realistic of how the work will be performed.  This unit cost was applied to the 
increment deepening volume and not the total dredge volume in the cost estimate.     
 
The following is a brief overview of the project alternatives and the specific alternative 
assumptions made.   
 
Alternative #1 
This is the no action alternative and no cost estimate was required. 
 
Alternative #2 
This alternative is to deepen the current channel from -36 MLLW down to -37 MLLW plus 2 ft of 
overdepth.  The dredge volumes provided are what is necessary to incrementally dredge down 
1 additional foot.  All work is assumed to be done by clamshell dredge expect for the material at 
South Reach.  A hopper dredge is required at South Reach due to the exposed open water 
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conditions of the Pacific Ocean.  Additionally, 11,200 CY of unsuitable material will need to be 
removed via clamshell from the Cow Point turning basin and placed at an upland site.  All other 
dredge material is assumed to be placed at the Point Chehalis and South Jetty open water 
placement sites and Half Moon Bay and South Beach beneficial use sites.    
 
Alternative #3 
This alternative is the preferred alternative and it is to deepen the current channel from -36 
MLLW down to -38 MLLW plus 2 ft of overdepth.  The dredge volumes provided are what is 
necessary to incrementally dredge down 2 additional feet.  All work is assumed to be done by 
clamshell dredge expect for the material at South Reach.  A hopper dredge is required at South 
Reach due to the exposed open water conditions of the Pacific Ocean.  Additionally, 22,400 CY 
of unsuitable material will need to be removed via clamshell from the Cow Point turning basin 
and placed at an upland site   
All other dredge material is assumed to be placed at the Point Chehalis and South Jetty open 
water placement sites and Half Moon Bay and South Beach beneficial use sites.    
 
Cost and Schedule Risks 
 
An informal cost and schedule risk analysis was performed for alternatives 2 and 3 separately, 
even though the risks are identical for these alternatives.  A formal cost and schedule risk 
analysis is required for all estimates over $40 million.  However, since on the initial construction 
is included in the Total Project Cost Summary (TPCS) and not the O&M dredging, the cost 
estimate is under the $40 million threshold.   
 
In each cost risk analysis, similar features of work were grouped together and contingencies 
were derived independently from all other features of work.  These individual contingencies 
were weighted based on the percentage of each feature of work from the total cost.  The 
contingencies were compiled to develop each Alternative’s total contingency.   
 
There were numerous risks identified for each feature of work.  The full risk analysis register for 
the TSP is included as an attachment to this appendix.  The following is a brief discussion of 
some of the major cost risk drivers for each Alternative. 
 
Alternative #1 
There was no risk analysis performed for the no action alternative. 
 
Alternative #2 & Alternative 3 
The largest potential risk for both alternatives is the chance that a government hopper dredge is 
not available.  This would require a hopper dredge to be mobilized from the east coast since no 
other hopper dredges are available on the west coast.  The cost impact in the mobilization of 
such a vessel could increase the project cost by an additional $1.5 million.  Another large risk is 
that the estimate assumes the prime contractor will be doing the clamshell dredging.  If this work 
was to be subcontracted out it could add an additional 25% in markups.  Lastly, the upland 
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disposal method assumed that the unsuitable material can be disposed of at the Hoqiuam 
Lagoon made available by the Port of Grays Harbor.  If this material cannot be disposed at this 
location, additional costs will be needed to haul this material further than what was assumed in 
the cost estimate. 
 
PRICE LEVEL 
 
Guidance for preparation was obtained from ER 1110-2-1150 Engineering and Design (E&D) for 
Civil Works Projects, ER 1110-1-1300 E&D Cost Engineering Policy and General 
Requirements, ER 1110-2-1302 Civil Works Cost Engineering, and ETL 1110-2-573 E&D 
Construction Cost Estimating Guide for Civil Works. The cost estimates were prepared using 
Micro-Computer Aided Cost Estimating System MII version 4, build 4.  Unit pricing for dredging 
was developed in the Cost Engineering Dredge Estimating Programs (CEDEP).  Supporting 
cost libraries or databases were MII 2012-b English Cost Book, 2011 Region VIII Equipment 
library (EP 1110-1-8) and the 2013 Davis-Bacon Wage Rates for heavy construction in Grays 
Harbor County, Washington.   
 
The three categories of cost contained in the TPCS are “Estimated Cost,” “Project First Cost,” 
and “Total Project Cost.” The estimated cost, which is the cost calculated in MCACES (MII), is 
based on a price level of January 2014.  The Project First Cost, or in other words the value the 
project is actually authorized at, is set at October 2016.  Lastly, the date point of the Total 
Project Cost which is the cost the government will pay at the midpoint of construction for each 
alternative. 
 
Escalation is based on the September 2013 Civil Works Construction Cost Index System 
(CWCCIS), EM 1110-2-1304. 
 
The cost of the selected plan is considered fair and reasonable, provided the construction is 
done by a prudent and well equipped contractor. 
 
COST ESTIMATE STRUCTURE 
 
The cost estimate for the preferred plan was prepared by the Cost Engineering Section within 
the Seattle District.  The overall structure of the TPCS is dictated by the Civil Works – Work 
Breakdown Structure.  Project features are broken out separately, then contingencies are 
applied, and finally the cost is escalated to the correct point date in the project schedule. 
 
The civil works features found in the TPCS report are as follows: Navigation Ports and Harbors, 
Lands and Damages, Planning, Engineering and Design, and Construction Management.  The 
MII cost estimate and corresponding contingency is entered in the navigation ports and harbor 
feature.  The lands and damages cost and contingency was provided by the NWS Real Estate 
Section.  The planning, engineering, and design costs as well as the construction management 
costs were provided by the project manager based on the size and scope of the project. 
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The basis of the cost estimate is the conceptual design drawings prepared by the Project 
Delivery Team (PDT).  Dredging quantities were provided by the Costal Engineering Section.  
Additional information has been developed by the PDT via emails, phone calls, and in-person 
discussions.  The MII cost estimate carefully documents the basis of information used in 
development of costs, down to the lowest reasonable level.   
 
The major features of work include two types of dredging: clamshell dredging and hopper 
dredging.  All clamshell dredging costs were developed using the most current version of the 
Corps of Engineers Dredge Estimating Program (CEDEP).  All hopper dredging costs were 
developed using the FY14 daily rate and production rates of the Government Hopper Dredge 
Yaquina.  The PDT assumed that the hopper dredging would be done via government vessel 
and the Yaquina is the most conservative of the options available. 
 
When calculating the unit cost for initial construction or maintenance dredging the total volume 
to be dredge during that season was used as an input into the CEDEP program.  This ensured 
that proper bank height was used to calculate the production rate and give an accurate 
representation of the work being performed.  This unit cost was then applied to the incremental 
deepening and O&M dredging volumes.   
 
In addition, by using the total volume to be dredge a realistic duration can be calculated for the 
entire project duration.  This was helpful in determining how many clamshell dredges would be 
necessary to complete the work in one season.  The reason being is that conditions change 
severly from year to year and if required dredge depth are not achieved in one season then it is 
very unpredictable what volume would need to be dredge the following year. 
 
Risk and uncertainties are captured in the Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis (CSRA).  PDT input 
was used to capture the likelihood and impact for each risk element.  The CSRA assigns a 
contingency to all features of work in the cost estimate.  The cost estimate and its 
corresponding contingency were then placed into the Total Project Cost Summary and the 
proper escalation factors were applied.  See Appendix E for the Total Project Cost Summary. 
 
Escalation factors to the Effective Price Level Date and the Fully Funded Project Estimate 
Amount through the end of construction have also been included as part of the TPCS. The 
inflation was based on an assumed authorization date of October 2016.  The mid-point of 
construction varies between the Alternative packages from September 2017 to December 2017. 
 
CONTRACTOR AND INDIRECT COST CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The cost estimator assumed the majority of the work is done by the prime contractor which 
performs the clamshell dredging.  The government is anticipated to perform the hopper 
dredging.  The prime is expected to subcontract out the upland disposal of the hazardous 
material.  This arrangement makes for two levels of applied markup costs (job office overhead, 
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home office overhead, profit, bond, insurance, and B&O tax) for the upland disposal features 
only.  
 
Common markup costs are the job office overhead, home office overhead, profit, bond, and 
Washington State business and occupation tax.  The job office overhead markup consists of all 
the necessary utilities, equipment, and personnel required on site to support construction and 
provide oversight.  These costs were itemized in the cost estimate and applied for the entire 
construction duration. 
 
Home office overhead markup rates are a percentage applied to the project based on the size of 
the company.  These markups rates cover the cost to operate the contractor’s home office.   
 
Profit is calculated on the prime contractor using the profit weighted guidelines.  The profit is 
dependent on the size of the project, difficulty, risk, duration, investment by the contractor, 
assistance by the government, and the amount of work to be subcontracted out.  The profit for 
the subcontractor was an applied percentage based on common projects of this size and scope. 
 
Bond, insurance and B&O are applied at a separate percentage points, that rarely vary.  Each is 
a case by case determination but for the most part these markup rates are fairly standard. 
 
The total prime contractor markup rate sums to 30.5% and the total subcontractor markup rate 
sums to 32.5%.  The detailed summary for the prime and sub contractor are included as an 
attachment to this appendix. 
 
PLANNING, ENGINEERING, AND DESIGN 
 
The Planning, Engineering and Design (PED) costs are costs to develop the project from the 
point the project is approved, to when solicitation is completed.   This work includes detailed 
surveys, soil investigations and preparation of the plans and specifications to guide the 
contractor to construct the project.  These costs for each Alternative were developed in 
coordination with the PDT as lump sum costs based on administration and design costs typically 
seen for projects of similar dollar value; these lump sum costs are included in the TPCS reports 
for each Alternative.  A contingency of 7% was assigned to these items to account for cost 
overruns. 
 
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 
 
The Construction Management (CM) costs are determined as a percent of the estimated 
construction costs. As with the PED costs this percentage was determined through discussions 
with the PDT and are included in the TPCS reports for each Alternative.  .  A contingency of 7% 
was assigned to these items to account for cost overruns. 
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CONTINGENCY 
 
Current regulations require formal analyses of schedule and costs risks for projects over $40 
million.  Since this project is less than $40 million (not including the O&M dredging) and for the 
purposes of SMART planning an informal cost risk analysis (CRA) method was selected.  This 
method is an abbreviated form of the formal Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis (C&SRA).  This 
method is typically less intensive, resulting in time and labor savings.  See the CRA Attachment 
for the results of the informal Cost Risk Analysis Study that was performed.  Contingency for 01 
Real Estate costs was determined by Real Estate personnel and contingency for PED and CM 
costs was determined in consultation with the Project Manager. 
 
The purpose of contingencies is an added cost included in the cost estimate to cover unknowns. 
Unknowns could include: 

 Contractor efficiency 
 The exact nature of the work environment 
 Uncertainty with design quantities. 
 Disposal locations. 
 Construction methodology changes at Feasibility. 

 
PROJECT SCHEDULE 
 
The project schedule for alternative was developed by the cost engineer based on dredging the 
schedule O&M to reach -36 MLLW as well as the volume to deepen the channel plus advance 
maintenance and overdepth.  Durations for construction activities were taken from CEDEP and 
MII.  Sequencing for the project was based on discussions with the PDT.  The initial 
construction project schedule for each base and increment is included as an attachment to this 
appendix.   
 
Per discussions with the team biologist there is a presumed construction window of mid March 
to the end of May for the hopper dredge and July to mid February for clamshell dredging. This 
scheduling consideration was applied to the construction schedules for each Alternative to 
provide the most accurate project duration prediction possible at this level of design.   
 
Alternative 3 has the longest duration assuming 2 clamshells dredging for 6 months.  This 
leaves a 1 1/2 month window of float for the construction to occur during one season.  The 
duration for hopper dredging is 1 month for both alternatives.  This leaves a 1 ½ month window 
of float for the construction to occur during one season.  While dredging is always impacted by 
poor weather conditions the weather would have to be worse than normal to impact either 
dredging operation and prevent the work from being completed in one season. 
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OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE 
 
The O&M dredging costs were calculated based on historical pricing for maintenance dredging 
at Grays Harbor in FY 2011, FY 2012 and FY 2013.  The previous contracts are similar in work 
since they cover the same disposal location, the same reaches to be dredge and the same 
dredging methods.  
 
The unit cost was calculated based on the total paid divided by the total dredge (excluding the 
cost for mob/demob and turbidity monitoring).  The average unit cost was calculated for the 
three maintenance years and escalated accordingly.   
 
It is assumed that the project life will be 50 years.  Since the initial construction will be 
completed in one year, the O&M dredging will be required for 49 years.  The MII cost estimate 
reflects one year’s worth of O&M dredging in FY 2014 dollars.   
 
A contingency was applied to the unit cost to capture the future risk of bidding conditions.  The 
contingency is based on the second and third lowest bidders for maintenance years FY 2011, 
FY 2012 and FY2013.  Again the average was taken over the course of the three years and the 
difference in unit cost was risk impact in the risk analysis. 
 
The format for the O&M TPCS report was given by the Cost Engineering MCX.  It shows the 
cost of O&M dredging in 2014 dollars, 2017 dollars and fully funded. 
 
PREFERED ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATE 
 
Alternative 3 is to deepen the channel down to -38 MLLW and is the recommended plan.  The 
FY 2014 initial construction price level is $12,940,000.  The fully funded amount is $18,301,000. 









**** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY **** Printed:5/30/2014
Page 1 of 2

PROJECT: DISTRICT: Seattle District PREPARED: 5/29/2014
PROJECT  NO: P2 - 146106 POC:   CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, John Dudgeon
LOCATION: Grays Harbor, WA

This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; Limited Reevaluation Report

                    

Program Year (Budget EC): 2016

Effective Price Level Date: 1  OCT 15

 Spent Thru:

WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL 10/1/2013 ESC COST CNTG FULL
NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description   ($K)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)  

A B C D E F G H I J M N O

12 NAVIGATION PORTS & HARBORS $12,940 $2,833 22% $15,773 3.5% $13,387 $2,930 $16,318 $0 $16,318 2.0% $13,650 $2,988 $16,638

__________ __________                  __________ _________ _________ __________ ___________  _________ _________ ____________

CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $12,940 $2,833 $15,773 3.5% $13,387 $2,930 $16,318 $0 $16,318 2.0% $13,650 $2,988 $16,638

01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $443 $66 15% $509 3.5% $458 $69 $527 $0 $527 1.4% $465 $70 $535

30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN $739 $52 7% $791 5.7% $781 $55 $836 $836 2.1% $798 $56 $853
  

31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT $234 $16 7% $250 5.7% $247 $17 $265 $0 $265 3.9% $257 $18 $275

PROJECT COST TOTALS: $14,356 $2,967 21% $17,323  $14,874 $3,071 $17,945 $0 $17,945 2.0% $15,169 $3,131 $18,301

  CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, John Dudgeon

ESTIMATED FEDERAL COST: 75% $13,725
  PROJECT MANAGER, Leah Wickstrom  ESTIMATED NON-FEDERAL COST: 25% $4,575

 

  CHIEF, REAL ESTATE, Chris Borton  ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COST: $18,301
 

  CHIEF, PLANNING, Valorie Ringold

  CHIEF, ENGINEERING, JoAnn Walls O&M 50-YR ESTIMATED FULLY FUNDED COST: $60,977

  CHIEF, OPERATIONS, Beth Coffey

  CHIEF, CONSTRUCTION, Aril Berg

  CHIEF, CONTRACTING, Patricia Blackwood

  CHIEF,  PM-PB, Jessie Winkler

  CHIEF, DPM, Olton Swanson

TOTAL PROJECT COST     
(FULLY FUNDED)

TOTAL 
FIRST 
COST

PROJECT FIRST COST       
(Constant Dollar Basis)

Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement Project

Civil Works Work Breakdown Structure ESTIMATED COST

Filename: TPCS Grays Harbor NIP -38 MLLW 29 May 2014.xlsx
TPCS



**** TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY **** Printed:5/30/2014
Page 2 of 2

**** CONTRACT COST SUMMARY ****

PROJECT: DISTRICT: Seattle District PREPARED: 5/29/2014
LOCATION: Grays Harbor, WA POC:   CHIEF, COST ENGINEERING, John Dudgeon
This Estimate reflects the scope and schedule in report; Limited Reevaluation Report

3/15/2014 2016
 10/1/2013 1  OCT 15

RISK BASED 
WBS Civil Works COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL Mid-Point ESC COST CNTG FULL

NUMBER Feature & Sub-Feature Description   ($K)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)  Date   (%)    ($K)    ($K)    ($K)  
A B C D E F G H I J P L M N O

PHASE 1 or CONTRACT 1

12 NAVIGATION PORTS & HARBORS $12,940 $2,833 22% $15,773 3.5% $13,387 $2,930 $16,318 2017Q1 2.0% $13,650 $2,988 $16,638

 $0

__________ __________ _________ __________ _________ _________ __________ _________ _________ ____________
CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE TOTALS: $12,940 $2,833 22% $15,773 $13,387 $2,930 $16,318 $13,650 $2,988 $16,638

01 LANDS AND DAMAGES $443 $66 15% $509 3.5% $458 $69 $527 2016Q4 1.4% $465 $70 $535

30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING & DESIGN

1.9%     Project Management $246 $17 7% $263 5.7% $260 $18 $278 2016Q3 1.9% $265 $19 $284
0.9%     Planning & Environmental Compliance $116 $8 7% $124 5.7% $123 $9 $131 2016Q3 1.9% $125 $9 $134
0.8%     Engineering & Design $104 $7 7% $111 5.7% $110 $8 $118 2016Q3 1.9% $112 $8 $120
0.4%     Reviews, ATRs, IEPRs, VE $52 $4 7% $56 5.7% $55 $4 $59 2016Q3 1.9% $56 $4 $60
0.3%     Life Cycle Updates (cost, schedule, risks) $39 $3 7% $42 5.7% $41 $3 $44 2016Q3 1.9% $42 $3 $45
0.6%     Contracting & Reprographics $78 $5 7% $83 5.7% $82 $6 $88 2016Q3 1.9% $84 $6 $90
0.3%     Engineering During Construction $39 $3 7% $42 5.7% $41 $3 $44 2017Q1 3.9% $43 $3 $46
0.3%     Planning During Construction $39 $3 7% $42 5.7% $41 $3 $44 2017Q1 3.9% $43 $3 $46
0.2%     Project Operations $26 $2 7% $28 5.7% $27 $2 $29 2016Q3 1.9% $28 $2 $30

31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

0.8%     Construction Management $104 $7 7% $111 5.7% $110 $8 $118 2017Q1 3.9% $114 $8 $122
0.2%     Project Operation: $26 $2 7% $28 5.7% $27 $2 $29 2017Q1 3.9% $29 $2 $31
0.8%     Project Management $104 $7 7% $111 5.7% $110 $8 $118 2017Q1 3.9% $114 $8 $122

CONTRACT COST TOTALS: $14,356 $2,967 $17,323 $14,874 $3,071 $17,945 $15,169 $3,131 $18,301

PROJECT FIRST COST
(Constant Dollar Basis)

Civil Works Work Breakdown Structure

Estimate Prepared:
Effective Price Level:

Program Year (Budget EC):
Effective Price Level Date:

Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement Project

TOTAL PROJECT COST (FULLY FUNDED)ESTIMATED COST

Filename: TPCS Grays Harbor NIP -38 MLLW 29 May 2014.xlsx
TPCS



TOTAL PROJECT COST SUMMARY 5/30/2014

Grays Harbor Deepening, Port of Grays Harbor, WA
Maintenance Dredging - 50 YRS
WBS

Civil Works WBS 2017
Feature Description COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL INFLATED COST CNTG TOTAL

($K) ($K) (%) ($K) (%) ($K) ($K) ($K) (%) ($K) ($K) ($K)

2  RELOCATIONS
3  RESERVOIRS
4  DAMS
5  LOCKS
6  FISH & WILDLIFE FACILITIES
7  POWER PLAN
8  ROADS RAILROADS & BRIDGES
9  CHANNELS & CANALS

10  BREAKWATER & SEAWALLS
11  LEVEES & FLOODWALLS
12  NAVIGATION PORTS & HARBORS 24,500 4,437 18.11% 28,937 4.63% 25,636 4,643 30,278 60.20% 41,069 7,438 48,506
13  PUMPING PLANT
14  RECREATION FACILITIES
15  FLOODWAY CONTROL & DIVERSION STRUCTURE
16  BANK STABILIZATION 0 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0 0 0.00% 0 0 0
17  BEACH REPLENISHMENT
18  CULTURAL RESOURCE PRESERVATION
19  BUILDINGS GROUNDS & UTILITIES
20  PERMANENT OPERATING EQUIPMENT
30 PLANNING ENGINEERING and DESIGN 1,225 123 10.00% 1,348 10.92% 1,359 136 1,495 317.20% 5,669 567 6,235
31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 1,225 123 10.00% 1,348 10.92% 1,359 136 1,495 317.20% 5,669 567 6,235

TOTALS 26,950 4,682 17.37% 31,632 5.21% 28,353 4,914 33,267 84.83% 52,406 8,571 60,977

Federal Non-Federal
Estimated Federal Cost: 60,977 at 65% 39,635

Estimated Non-Federal Cost: 60,977 at 35% 21,342
O&M 50-YR Estimated Fully Funded: 39,635 21,342 60,977

Estimated Total Project Cost: 18,301

ESTIMATED COST O&M

Risk Based

PROJECT FIRST COST O&M 50 YEAR COST O&M

(FULLY FUNDED)Program Price Level Date:



Grays Harbor Deepening GI Maintenance Dredging 50 Years 5/30/2014

O&M (50 year) Estimated Price Level 2014.50 Programmed Level 2017.00 ANNUAL O&M COST

FEATURE YEAR COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL MID-PT MID-PT INFLATED COST CNTG TOTAL
($K) ($K) (%) ($K) (%) ($K) ($K) ($K) (DATE) Apr -Jun (%) ($K) ($K) ($K)

12 Navigation Ports & Harbors 1 490 89 18.11% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2018.00 2018 1.90% 499 90 590
2 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2019.00 2019 3.84% 509 92 601
3 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2020.00 2020 5.81% 518 94 612
4 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2021.00 2021 7.82% 528 96 624
5 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2022.00 2022 9.87% 538 97 636
6 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2023.00 2023 11.96% 549 99 648
7 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2024.00 2024 14.08% 559 101 660
8 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2025.00 2025 16.25% 570 103 673
9 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2026.00 2026 18.46% 580 105 686

10 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2027.00 2027 20.71% 591 107 699
11 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2028.00 2028 23.00% 603 109 712
12 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2029.00 2029 25.34% 614 111 725
13 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2030.00 2030 27.72% 626 113 739
14 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2031.00 2031 30.15% 638 115 753
15 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2032.00 2032 32.62% 650 118 768
16 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2033.00 2033 35.14% 662 120 782
17 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2034.00 2034 37.71% 675 122 797
18 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2035.00 2035 40.32% 688 125 812
19 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2036.00 2036 42.99% 701 127 828
20 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2037.00 2037 45.71% 714 129 843
21 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2038.00 2038 48.48% 728 132 859
22 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2039.00 2039 51.30% 741 134 876
23 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2040.00 2040 54.17% 755 137 892
24 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2041.00 2041 57.10% 770 139 909
25 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2042.00 2042 60.09% 784 142 926
26 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2043.00 2043 63.13% 799 145 944
27 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2044.00 2044 66.23% 815 148 962
28 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2045.00 2045 69.38% 830 150 980
29 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2046.00 2046 72.60% 846 153 999
30 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2047.00 2047 75.88% 862 156 1,018
31 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2048.00 2048 79.22% 878 159 1,037
32 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2049.00 2049 82.63% 895 162 1,057
33 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2050.00 2050 86.10% 912 165 1,077
34 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2051.00 2051 89.64% 929 168 1,097
35 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2052.00 2052 93.24% 947 171 1,118
36 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2053.00 2053 96.91% 965 175 1,140
37 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2054.00 2054 100.65% 983 178 1,161
38 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2055.00 2055 104.46% 1,002 181 1,183
39 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2056.00 2056 108.35% 1,021 185 1,206
40 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2057.00 2057 112.31% 1,040 188 1,229
41 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2058.00 2058 116.34% 1,060 192 1,252
42 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2059.00 2059 120.45% 1,080 196 1,276
43 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2060.00 2060 124.64% 1,101 199 1,300
44 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2061.00 2061 128.91% 1,122 203 1,325
45 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2062.00 2062 133.26% 1,143 207 1,350
46 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2063.00 2063 137.69% 1,165 211 1,376
47 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2064.00 2064 142.21% 1,187 215 1,402
48 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2065.00 2065 146.81% 1,209 219 1,428
49 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2066.00 2066 151.50% 1,232 223 1,456
50 490 89 18.1% 579 4.63% 513 93 606 2067.00 2067 156.28% 1,256 227 1,483

12 Navigation Ports & Harbors 24,500 4,437 18.11% 28,937 4.63% 25,636 4,643 30,278 60.20% 41,069 7,438 48,506
12 Navigation Ports & Harbors 24,500 4,437 18.11% 28,937 4.63% 25,636 4,643 30,278 60.20% 41,069 7,438 48,506

Feature Being USED 1 (1=YES, 0=NO)



Grays Harbor Deepening GI Maintenance Dredging 50 Years 5/30/2014

 (50 year) Estimated Price Level 2014.50 Programmed Level 2017.00 ANNUAL PED COST

WBS FEATURE YEAR COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL MID-PT MID-PT INFLATED COST CNTG TOTAL
($K) ($K) (%) ($K) (%) ($K) ($K) ($K) (DATE) Apr -Jun (%) ($K) ($K) ($K)

30-Planning Engineering & 1 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2018.00 2015 4.30% 26 3 28
2 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2019.00 2016 8.78% 27 3 29
3 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2020.00 2017 13.46% 28 3 31
4 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2021.00 2018 18.34% 29 3 32
5 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2022.00 2019 23.55% 30 3 33
6 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2023.00 2020 29.11% 32 3 35
7 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2024.00 2021 34.92% 33 3 36

PN 8 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2025.00 2022 41.12% 35 3 38
9 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2026.00 2023 47.76% 36 4 40

10 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2027.00 2024 54.85% 38 4 42
11 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2028.00 2025 62.44% 40 4 44
12 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2029.00 2026 70.40% 42 4 46
13 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2030.00 2027 79.09% 44 4 48
14 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2031.00 2028 88.40% 46 5 51
15 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2032.00 2029 98.38% 49 5 53

PN 16 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2033.00 2030 109.10% 51 5 56
17 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2034.00 2031 120.60% 54 5 59
18 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2035.00 2032 132.73% 57 6 63
19 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2036.00 2033 145.53% 60 6 66
20 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2037.00 2034 159.03% 63 6 70
21 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2038.00 2035 173.28% 67 7 74
22 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2039.00 2036 188.31% 71 7 78
23 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2040.00 2037 204.17% 75 7 82

MR 24 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2041.00 2038 220.90% 79 8 86
25 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2042.00 2039 238.55% 83 8 91
26 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2043.00 2040 257.17% 88 9 96
27 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2044.00 2041 276.81% 92 9 102
28 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2045.00 2042 297.54% 97 10 107
29 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2046.00 2043 319.40% 103 10 113
30 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2047.00 2044 342.47% 108 11 119
31 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2048.00 2045 366.80% 114 11 126

PN 32 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2049.00 2046 392.48% 121 12 133
33 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2050.00 2047 419.57% 127 13 140
34 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2051.00 2048 448.14% 134 13 148
35 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2052.00 2049 478.29% 142 14 156
36 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2053.00 2050 510.10% 149 15 164
37 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2054.00 2051 543.65% 158 16 173
38 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2055.00 2052 579.05% 166 17 183
39 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2056.00 2053 616.40% 176 18 193

PN 40 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2057.00 2054 655.80% 185 19 204
41 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2058.00 2055 697.37% 195 20 215
42 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2059.00 2056 741.23% 206 21 227
43 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2060.00 2057 787.49% 217 22 239
44 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2061.00 2058 836.30% 229 23 252
45 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2062.00 2059 887.80% 242 24 266
46 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2063.00 2060 942.13% 255 26 281
47 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2064.00 2061 999.45% 269 27 296

PN 48 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2065.00 2062 1059.92% 284 28 313
49 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2066.00 2063 1123.71% 300 30 330

PN-LI 50 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2067.00 2064 1191.02% 316 32 348
30-Planning Engineering & Design 1,225 123 10.00% 1,348 10.92% 1,359 136 1,495 317.20% 5,669 567 6,235
30-Planning Engineering & Design 1,225 123 10.00% 1,348 10.92% 1,359 136 1,495 317.20% 5,669 567 6,235



Grays Harbor Deepening GI Maintenance Dredging 50 Years 5/30/2014

 (50 year) Estimated Price Level 2014.50 Programmed Level 2017.00 ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT COST

WBS FEATURE YEAR COST CNTG CNTG TOTAL ESC COST CNTG TOTAL MID-PT MID-PT INFLATED COST CNTG TOTAL
($K) ($K) (%) ($K) (%) ($K) ($K) ($K) (DATE) Apr -Jun (%) ($K) ($K) ($K)

31-Construction Managemen 1 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2018.00 2015 4.30% 26 3 28
2 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2019.00 2016 8.78% 27 3 29
3 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2020.00 2017 13.46% 28 3 31
4 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2021.00 2018 18.34% 29 3 32
5 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2022.00 2019 23.55% 30 3 33
6 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2023.00 2020 29.11% 32 3 35
7 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2024.00 2021 34.92% 33 3 36

PN 8 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2025.00 2022 41.12% 35 3 38
9 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2026.00 2023 47.76% 36 4 40

10 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2027.00 2024 54.85% 38 4 42
11 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2028.00 2025 62.44% 40 4 44
12 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2029.00 2026 70.40% 42 4 46
13 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2030.00 2027 79.09% 44 4 48
14 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2031.00 2028 88.40% 46 5 51
15 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2032.00 2029 98.38% 49 5 53

PN 16 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2033.00 2030 109.10% 51 5 56
17 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2034.00 2031 120.60% 54 5 59
18 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2035.00 2032 132.73% 57 6 63
19 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2036.00 2033 145.53% 60 6 66
20 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2037.00 2034 159.03% 63 6 70
21 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2038.00 2035 173.28% 67 7 74
22 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2039.00 2036 188.31% 71 7 78
23 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2040.00 2037 204.17% 75 7 82

MR 24 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2041.00 2038 220.90% 79 8 86
25 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2042.00 2039 238.55% 83 8 91
26 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2043.00 2040 257.17% 88 9 96
27 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2044.00 2041 276.81% 92 9 102
28 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2045.00 2042 297.54% 97 10 107
29 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2046.00 2043 319.40% 103 10 113
30 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2047.00 2044 342.47% 108 11 119
31 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2048.00 2045 366.80% 114 11 126

PN 32 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2049.00 2046 392.48% 121 12 133
33 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2050.00 2047 419.57% 127 13 140
34 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2051.00 2048 448.14% 134 13 148
35 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2052.00 2049 478.29% 142 14 156
36 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2053.00 2050 510.10% 149 15 164
37 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2054.00 2051 543.65% 158 16 173
38 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2055.00 2052 579.05% 166 17 183
39 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2056.00 2053 616.40% 176 18 193

PN 40 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2057.00 2054 655.80% 185 19 204
41 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2058.00 2055 697.37% 195 20 215
42 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2059.00 2056 741.23% 206 21 227
43 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2060.00 2057 787.49% 217 22 239
44 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2061.00 2058 836.30% 229 23 252
45 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2062.00 2059 887.80% 242 24 266
46 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2063.00 2060 942.13% 255 26 281
47 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2064.00 2061 999.45% 269 27 296

PN 48 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2065.00 2062 1059.92% 284 28 313
49 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2066.00 2063 1123.71% 300 30 330
50 25 2 10.00% 27 10.92% 27 3 30 2067.00 2064 1191.02% 316 32 348

31-Construction Management (S&A) 1,225 123 10.00% 1,348 10.92% 1,359 136 1,495 317.20% 5,669 567 6,235
31-Construction Management (S&A) 1,225 123 10.00% 1,348 10.92% 1,359 136 1,495 317.20% 5,669 567 6,235
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   PROJECT DESCRIPTION    
   This Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement Project is to report the initial construction cost and the additional O&M over the subsequent 50 years of deepening 

the navigation channel from South Reach to Cow Point Reach for the recommended plan which is alternative 3. Alternative 1 is the no action alternative, with no 
initial construction costs and the O&M costs are currently captured in the FY13-FY15 Grays Harbor Maintenance Dredging contract. Alternative 2 would deepen 
the channel from the approved and currently maintained dredge depth of -36 ft MLLW down to -37 ft MLLW plus 2 feet of overdepth. Alternative 3 would deepen 
the channel from the approved dredge depth of -36 ft MLLW down to -38 ft MLLW plus 2 feet of overdepth. Congress authorized dredging down to -38 ft MLLW 
back in 1986, but post-authorization studies justified dredging to the currently maintained depth of -36 ft MLLW.  This Limited Reevaluation Report documents 

the economic justification and environmental evaluation of the potential effects of deepening the channel the remaining two authorized feet, to -38 ft MLLW. 
Starting from west to east there are 6 reaches and they are as follows: South Reach, Outer Crossover, Inner Crossover, North Channel, Hoquiam Reach, and 

Cow Point. The following assumptions are true for both alternative 2 and 3. All the material from South Reach will be dredged by a government furnished hopper 
and be disposed of at the South Beach open water disposal site. It is assumed that 22,000 CY of material unsuitable for open water placement will be dredged 

via clamshell from Cow Point Reach and disposed of upland at Hoquiam Lagoon. The rest of the dredged material from all the other reaches will be via clamshell 
and disposed of at Point Chehalis open water disposal site. It is assumed that to complete the initial construction dredging it will take one year.  

   

        
   BASIS OF THIS ESTIMATE    
   The Limited Reevaluation Report and information provided by the NWS Coastal Engineering Section, the NWS Navigation Section and the NWD Regional 

Contract Manager.  
   

            
   CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE    
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        The dredging work window for the hopper dredge is from mid march to the end of may.  The dredge work window for the clamshell is from the end of July 
to Valentine’s Day. The construction schedule for Alternative 3 has the hopper dredge completing work in 25 days and the clamshell dredge completing work in 

153 days plus 15 days for upland disposal.  Both of these duration fit within the provided work windows.  

   

        
   OVERTIME    
       Overtime is assumed at 7 days per week, 24 hrs per day for the in water work and 7 days per week, 12hrs per day for the disposal site operations.     
        
   ACQUISITION PLAN    
       Invitation for Bid, full and open solicitation.      
        
   CONTRACTING PLAN    
       The Prime Contractor is a dredging contractor.  A sub contractor is expected to perform all upland disposal of dredge material.    
        
   SITE ACCESS        
       All access to and from the dredge will be via boat.  Access to the Hoquiam lagoon near terminal 3 is open and ready for construction traffic.    
        
   BORROW \ DISPOSAL AREAS          
    There are no borrow areas required.  The two open water disposal locations are South Beach and Point Chehalis.  The upland disposal location is assumed to    
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be the Hoquiam lagoon near terminal 3.    
        
   CONSTRUCTION METHODOLOGY          
       This estimate assumes that the dredging will be accomplished with a 26 CY Clamshell dredge.  Dredged material will be loaded into a bottom dump scow 

and hauled to the off-shore disposal sites.  For the hopper dredge it is assumed that the Yaquina, a government furnished hopper, will perform the work since it 
has a higher unit cost as compared to the Essayons, also a government hopper dredge.  The upland disposal will require off loading the hazardous material off 

the scow, placed into haul trucks and disposed of at the Hoquiam Lagoon.  

   

            
   UNUSUAL CONDITIONS          
       Accommodations to the dredging shall be made to avoid possible conflicts with the Indian Tribal commercial and sport fisheries activities.  The productive 

effective time was reduced to reflect this possible conflict.    
   

        
   UNIQUE TECHNIQUES OF CONSTRUCTION              
       All dredging techniques are common to Grays Harbor and are currently in effect during the annual O&M dredging.  The upland disposal is unique since it is 

not often that hazardous material is dredge out of the channel.  
   

        
   EQUIPMENT, LABOR RATES, MATERIAL AND OTHER COSTS    
       This estimate uses Davis Bacon labor rates for Washington, General Decision Number: WA120105 01/06/2014. Equipment rates used are from EP11R08, 

Region 8, 2011.  Material prices were obtained from quotes, supply catalogs, historical data, and the MCACES 2012 Unit Price Book.  
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   ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS          
      22,000 CY of hazardous material are expected to be dredge from the cow point turning basin.  This material will require upland disposal.  There are no other 

environmental concerns beyond the normal environmental protection requirements to include but not limited to: turbidity monitoring of both the dredging and 
disposal sites and monitoring of fish and wildlife within the project area.  
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Library Properties   
Designed by  Design Document DRAFT LRR

 NWS  Document Date 12/13/2013

Estimated by  District Seattle District

 NWS-EN-TS-CE  Contact Anthony Rodriguez, 206-764-6953

Prepared by  Budget Year 2014

 Anthony Rodriguez  UOM System Original

  
Direct Costs  Timeline/Currency
LaborCost  Preparation Date 5/27/2014
EQCost  Escalation Date 5/27/2014
MatlCost  Eff. Pricing Date 5/27/2014
SubBidCost  Estimated Duration 365 Day(s)
UserCost1  

Currency US dollars
Exchange Rate 1.000000

  
Costbook CB12EB-b: MII English Cost Book 2012-b

  
Labor NLS2012: National Labor Library - Seattle 2012

Note: http://www.wdol.gov is the website for current Davis Bacon & Service Labor Rates. Fringes paid to the laborers are taxable.  In a non-union job the whole fringes are taxable.    In a union job, the vacation

Labor Rates  
LaborCost1  
LaborCost2  
LaborCost3  
LaborCost4  
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Equipment EP11R08: MII Equipment 2011 Region 08

  
08 NORTHWEST Fuel Shipping Rates

Sales Tax 5.40  Electricity 0.072 Over 0 CWT 28.32
Working Hours per Year 1,540  Gas 4.000 Over 240 CWT 26.60
Labor Adjustment Factor 1.05  Diesel Off-Road 3.900 Over 300 CWT 24.23

Cost of Money 2.50  Diesel On-Road 4.500 Over 400 CWT 22.06
Cost of Money Discount 25.00  Over 500 CWT 11.26
Tire Recap Cost Factor 1.50  Over 700 CWT 9.51

Tire Recap Wear Factor 1.80  Over 800 CWT 6.48
Tire Repair Factor 0.15  

Equipment Cost Factor 1.00  
Standby Depreciation Factor 0.50  
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Project Notes   
6/28/2013 
10:01:38 
AM   

A Rod  All clamshell dredging costs were generated using the CEDEP program and included the following markups: 12% Overhead, 8% Profit and 2% 
Bond.  No additional markups were added in the MII file except for the upland disposal folder.  The upland disposal is assumed to be done by 
a subcontractor and has the aprioriate sub and prime markups. 

   
6/28/2013 
10:01:39 
AM   

A Rod  Right now the upland disposal method is to bring the scow to Terminal 3 and off load it there.  It will then travel roughly 3,000 LF to the 
Hoquiam Lagoon for disposal.  The latest information presented by Kevin Kane is RE is that there will be no real estate fees since we will 
provide a betterment to the project site. 

   
6/28/2013 
10:01:40 
AM   

A Rod  No contingency or escalation are included in this MII estimate except for the historical unit pricing for the O&M dredging.  All pricing in this MII 
estimate are FY2014 dollars.  Contingency and escalation are added and shown in the TPCS. 

   
7/15/2013 
11:33:43 
AM   

A Rod  UPDATE:  Escalation in the TPCS will be set for FY17 based on input from Josh Jackson and Scott Long.  The index values were taken from 
the CWCCIS Escalation Calculation TPCS report dated April 2011. 

   
12/18/2013 
12:47:56 
PM   

A Rod  UPDATE:  Baseline quantities have been updated and were provided by Josh Jackson on 8 Dec 13.  In addition, O&M dredging has been 
added for 2018.   

   
1/3/2014 
2:39:18 PM  

A Rod   It is estimated that there are 22,000 CY of contaminated material to be dredged from the cow point turning basin.  This has been 
brought up and confirmed in several meetings with the PDT.  This volume is the same for both alternatives.  A project note has 
been added. 
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1/3/2014 
2:39:18 PM  

A Rod  UPDATE:  As of Dec 20th 2013 the mitigation cost of $500,000 will no longer be needed.  The PM informed me that the impact to crab is 
anticipated to be minimal and thus any mitigation will no longer be needed. 

   
1/3/2014 
2:39:18 PM  

A Rod  The PDT has assumed that one of two government hopper dredges will dredge the material at South Reach.  The Yaquina and the Essayons 
are both moored in Portland.  The daily rate for the Yaquina is $75,000, the daily production rate is 11,000 CY and the unit cost is $6.82.  The 
daily rate for the Essayons is $128,000, the daily production rate is 30,000 CY and the unit cost is $4.27.  To be conservative the Yaquina unit 
cost will be used.  It is anticipated to take 1 day to mob and 1 day to demob from Portland to Grays Harbor.  Once the vessel in on site it can 
begin dredging immediately.  To calculate the mob/demob for the Yaquina you multiply the mob/demob duration by the daily rate. 

   
4/22/2014 
2:16:10 PM  

A Rod  ATR Review was performed by Wally Brassfield and Jim Neubauer from Walla Walla MCX 
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Description   Quantity UOM DirectCost SubCMU CostToPrime JOOH_PRM  HOOH_PRM Profit_PRM Bond_PRM Excise_PRM ContractCost  

         
Labor ID: NLS2012  EQ ID: EP11R08  Currency in US dollars TRACES MII Version 4.2

 Contract Cost Summary         13,210,821 92,534 13,303,355 27,757 44,967 33,575 9,065 2,219 13,420,939 
 Navigation Ports & Harbors   1.00 EA 13,210,821 92,534 13,303,355 27,757 44,967 33,575 9,065 2,219 13,420,939 
 Initial Construction Costs   1.00 LS 12,729,481 92,534 12,822,015 27,757 44,967 33,575 9,065 2,219 12,939,599 
 -38 MLLW Alternative   1.00 LS 12,729,481 92,534 12,822,015 27,757 44,967 33,575 9,065 2,219 12,939,599 
 Baseline Dredging   1,751,705.00 CY 12,729,481 92,534 12,822,015 27,757 44,967 33,575 9,065 2,219 12,939,599 
 Mob Demob   1.00 EA 1,148,068 0 1,148,068 0 0 0 0 0 1,148,068 
 Clamshell Mob/demob   2.00 EA 998,068 0 998,068 0 0 0 0 0 998,068 
 Hopper Mob/Demob   1.00 EA 150,000 0 150,000 0 0 0 0 0 150,000 
 Dredging   1,751,705.00 CY 11,581,413 92,534 11,673,947 27,757 44,967 33,575 9,065 2,219 11,791,531 
 Clamshell   1,480,000.00 CY 9,447,440 0 9,447,440 0 0 0 0 0 9,447,440 
 Hopper   250,000.00 CY 1,705,000 0 1,705,000 0 0 0 0 0 1,705,000 
 Upland Disposal   22,000.00 CY 398,973 92,534 491,507 27,757 44,967 33,575 9,065 2,219 609,091 
 Permit   1.00 EA 30,000 0 30,000 0 0 0 0 0 30,000 

 Annual O&M Costs   1.00 YR 481,340 0 481,340 0 0 0 0 0 481,340 
 -38 MLLW Alternative O&M   107,000.00 EA 481,340 0 481,340 0 0 0 0 0 481,340 
 O & M Dredging   107,378.00 CY 481,340 0 481,340 0 0 0 0 0 481,340 
 Clamshell   92,000.00 CY 379,040 0 379,040 0 0 0 0 0 379,040 
 Hopper   15,000.00 CY 102,300 0 102,300 0 0 0 0 0 102,300 

 



ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predec

1 Hopper Dredging 17 days? Mon 4/3/17 Thu 4/20/17

2 Mob Hopper Dredge 1 day Mon 4/3/17 Tue 4/4/17

3 Dredge South Reach 15 days Tue 4/4/17 Wed 4/19/17 2

4 Demob Hopper Dredge 1 day? Wed 4/19/17 Thu 4/20/17 3

5 Clamshell Dredging 173 days Sun 7/16/17 Fri 1/5/18

6 Mob Clamshell Dredge 8 days Sun 7/16/17 Mon 7/24/17

7 Dredge Outter Crossover 18 days Mon 7/24/17 Fri 8/11/17 6

8 Dredge Inner Crossover 26 days Fri 8/11/17 Wed 9/6/17 7

9 Dredge North Channel 24 days Wed 9/6/17 Sat 9/30/17 8

10 Dredge Hoquiam Channel 39 days Sat 9/30/17 Wed 11/8/17 9

11 Dredge Cow Point Hazardous 3 days Wed 11/8/17 Sat 11/11/17 10

12 Dredge Cow Point Non Hazardous 47 days Sat 11/11/17 Thu 12/28/17 11

13 Demob Clamshell Dredge 8 days Thu 12/28/17 Fri 1/5/18 12

14 Upland Disposal 15 days Sat 11/11/17 Sun 11/26/17

15 Unload Scow 15 days Sat 11/11/17 Sun 11/26/17 11

16 Haul Material 15 days Sat 11/11/17 Sun 11/26/17 11

17 Place Material 15 days Sat 11/11/17 Sun 11/26/17 11

26 2 9 162330 7 142128 4 111825 2 9 162330 6 132027 3 101724 1 8 152229 5 121926 3 10172431 7
Apr '17 May '17 Jun '17 Jul '17 Aug '17 Sep '17 Oct '17 Nov '17 Dec '17 Jan '

Task

Split

Progress

Milestone

Summary

Project Summary

External Tasks

External Milestone

Deadline

Page 1

Project: Alternative 3 -38 01-06-13
Date: Tue 5/6/14



Project (less than $40M):
Project Development Stage: 

Risk Category:

Total Construction Contract Cost = 12,939,599$                

CWWBS Feature of Work Contract Cost % Contingency $ Contingency Total

01   LANDS AND DAMAGES Real Estate 443,000$                    15.00% 66,450$                       509,450.00$          

1 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Clamshell Mob/Demob 998,068$                   15.02% 149,950$                     1,148,017.58$       

2 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Hopper Mob/Demob 150,000$                   12.80% 19,203$                       169,202.57$          

3 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Clamshell Dreding 9,447,440$                24.60% 2,324,384$                  11,771,823.76$     

4 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Hopper Dredging 1,705,000$                13.90% 236,972$                     1,941,971.95$       

5 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Upland Disposal 609,091$                   16.25% 98,963$                       708,053.85$          

6 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Permit Costs 30,000$                     9.09% 2,727$                         32,727.38$            

7 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

8 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

9 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

10 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

11 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

12
Remaining Construction Items -$                                0.0% 0.00% -$                                 -$                       

13 30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING, AND DESIGN Planning, Engineering, & Design 739,000$                    7.00% 51,730$                       790,730.00$          

14 31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT Construction Management 234,000$                    7.00% 16,380$                       250,380.00$          

Totals
Real Estate 443,000$                    15.00% 66,450$                       509,450.00$          

Total Construction Estimate 12,939,599$               21.89% 2,832,198$                  15,771,797$          
Total Planning, Engineering & Design 739,000$                    7.00% 51,730$                       790,730$               

Total Construction Management 234,000$                   7.00% 16,380$                      250,380$              
Total 14,355,599$              2,966,758$                 17,322,357$         

Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Moderate Risk: Typical Project or Possible Life Safety

Grays Harbor NIP -38 MLLW Alternative
Feasibility (Alternatives)



Very Likely 2 3 4 5 5
Meeting Date: 28-Apr-14 Likely 1 2 3 4 5

Possible 0 1 2 3 4
Unlikely 0 0 1 2 3

Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis

Project Scope Growth
75%

PS-1 0

PS-2 0

PS-3 1

PS-4 0

PS-5 0

PS-6 0

PS-13 0

PS-14 0

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely Negligible

Possible Negligible

Significant

Negligible

Negligible

Grays Harbor NIP -38 MLLW Alternative
Feasibility (Alternatives)

Abbreviated Risk Analysis

How many permits will be needed and what is the effor to obtain these 
permits?

The upland disposal area may change or the method to move the material 
may change.

• Design confidence?  Will the channel alignment change?

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Construction Management

The PDT had no concern for project scope growth.

The PDT had no concern for project scope growth.
Grays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

Negligible

NegligibleUnlikely

UnlikelyGrays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

Hopper Mob/Demob

Concerns

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Upland Disposal

Permit Costs

Clamshell Mob/Demob The PDT had no concern for project scope growth for the mob/demob of the 
clamshell.

Grays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

• Design confidence?  Will the channel alignment change?

The PDT had no concern for project scope growth for the mob/demob of the 
hopper.

Grays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

It is unlikely that the channel alignment will change from that assumed in this 
estimate.  The PDT believes that if the channel does change it will increase the 
quantities by less than 5% or  $263,000 and will have a significant impact.

The channel alignment doesn't impact the South Reach where the hopper is 
anticipated to dredge.

The PDT discussed this risk in Risk Element FE-5.

It is assumed that there will be (3) $10,000 permits for clamshell dredging, 
hopper dredging and upland disposal.  It is possible that (2 or 3) more may be 
needed however this cost will be less than $40,000 and negligable.

Risk Level

Likelihood Impact
Risk 

Element
Risk 
Level

Feature of Work PDT Discussions & Conclusions
(Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact)

Max Potential Cost Growth



Acquisition Strategy
30%

AS-1 1

AS-2 2

AS-3 3

AS-4 0

AS-5 0

AS-6 0

AS-13 0

AS-14 0

Construction Elements
25%

CE-1 1

CE-2 1

CE-3 2

CE-4 3

CE-5 2

CE-6 0

CE-13 0

CE-14 0

Marginal

Unlikely

Possible

Likely

Likely

Likely

Affects of weather delays?

Affects of weather delays?

Hard native (sandstone) material to be dredged at cowpoint reach

Affects of weather delays?

Unsure of handling requirements to hold uploand spoils

It is anticipated that bad weather can delay the arrival of the clamshell by up to 
2 days.  Since the second closest location a contractor can mob from is 
Tacoma, 2 days of standby time is not unreasonable. 2 days of standby costs 
is anticipated to be 0.5% to 1% which is marginal and possible given the 
number of anticpated bad weather days in the winter.  

The mob time for the hopper dredge is assumed to be 1 day.  It is possible that 
the hopper can be delayed by 2 days and the standby time for this effort is 
anticpated to be between 0.5 and 1% which would be a marginal cost impact.

This material is found at -37 and -38 MLLW and is harder than the typical 
sandy soil found throught the channel length.  It is likely that this material will 
be encountered and slow down the production rate.  A heavy duty clamshell 
bucket with less capacity may be used.  This could increase the cost between 
0.5 to 1% and would be a marginal cost impact.

5 Bad weather likely since the South Reach is so exposed to the Pacific Ocean 
tides.  The standby cost for this is anticipated to be roughly $40,000 per day so 
the cost impact would be between 1 to 5% and this would be a significant cost 
impact. 

Likely that there will be additional costs to handle this material.  Not sure what 
these cost will be but it isn't expected to exceed $100,000.  This would be a 
significant cost impact.

Unlikely

Unlikely

Significant

Critical

Crisis

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Construction elements could have some impact to PED.

Construction elements could have some impact to construction 
management.

Since a history of contracting practices has been established, no sigmnificant 
PED impacts are anticipated.

Since a history of contracting practices has been established, no sigmnificant 
PED impacts are anticipated.Construction Management Acquisition strategy could impact construction management efforts.

Construction Management
Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely Negligible

Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?

Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?

Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?

Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?

Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?

The prime is assumed to do this work feature, it is unlikely but if this work was 
to be sub contracted out it would add 25% to the mob/demob or roughly 
$250,000 and this would be significant.

The government is assumed to do this work feature, it is unlikely but if this 
work was to be sub contracted out it would cost roughly $1.0M - $1.5M 
(provided by Courtney Jones at PDX) to have an east coast hopper dredge 
mob/demob to the site and this would be a critical cost impact.

The prime is assumed to do this work feature, it is unlikely but if this work was 
to be sub contracted out it would add 25% to the clamshell dredging and this 
would add  over $2M and be a crisis cost impact.

Do weather impacts or differing site conditions affect the permits?
The PDT discussed that weather impacts or differening site conditions should 
have little impact to the procurement of the permits.Permit Costs

Clamshell Mob/Demob

Hopper Mob/Demob

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Upland Disposal

Max Potential Cost Growth

Unlikely

Unlikely

Negligible

Negligible

Marginal

Significant

Marginal

Negligible

Possible Marginal

Max Potential Cost Growth

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Upland Disposal

Permit Costs

Acquisition strategy could impact PED efforts.

Clamshell Mob/Demob

Hopper Mob/Demob

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

The government is assumed to do this work feature.  It is unlikely but if this 
work was to be sub contracted, the commercial hopper dredge unit price would 
be $2-3/CY plus 60% markups.  This would be at the same rate or cheaper 
than the gov hopper dredge and this would be a negligable cost impact.

This work is already assumed to be subcontracted out so there are no 
additional contractor markups expected.

It would be unlikely for this work to be subcontracted out and if it was it would 
be a negligable cost.Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?



Quantities for Current Scope
20%

Q-1 0

Q-2 0

Q-3 1

Q-4 0

Q-5 0

Q-6 0

Q-13 0

Q-14 0

Specialty Fabrication or Equipment
75%

FE-1 0

FE-2 0

FE-3 0

FE-4 0

FE-5 2

FE-6 0

FE-13 0

FE-14 0

Unlikely

Unlikely

Possible

Unlikely

Significant

Negligible

Negligible

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely

NegligibleUnlikely

Negligible

Negligible

Significant

Marginal

Marginal

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Construction Management
No anticipated specialty fabrication is anticipated that will impact the 
construction management.

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design No anticipated specialty fabrication is anticipated that will impact the PED.

Could there be some specialty fab or equipment that could cost impact the 
PED?

Could there be some specialty fab or equipment that could cost impact the 
construction management?

Negligible

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely

Construction Management
Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.Quantities could have an impact to PED

Quantities could have an impact to construction management

Grays Harbor is dredge every year for Maintenance dredging and so the type 
and size of dredges used are well documented.

Grays Harbor is dredge every year for Maintenance dredging and so the type 
and size of dredges used are well documented.

The PDT had no concern for the quantities used to determine the hopper 
mob/demob.

The PDT had no concern for the quantities used to determine the clamshell 
mob/demob.

Upland Disposal

Permit Costs

Availability of the proper clamshell bucket size?

Availability of the Essayons to performe the dredging?

Disposal location may change will impact where the material goes.

Will permits cover all equipment?

The PDT had no conern for the equipment to be mob/demob for this project.

The PDT had no conern for the equipment to be mob/demob for this project.

Max Potential Cost Growth

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Clamshell Mob/Demob

Hopper Mob/Demob

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Since the dredging of Grays Harbor is so well documented the PDT believes 
the contractor will have the appropreiate size buckets to dredge both 
consolidated, non-consolidated and HTRW materials.  It is unlikely that the 
contractor will be unprepared for existing conditions.  

The cost estimate already assumes that the yaquina will perform the dredging 
in south reach.  This is the more conservative to the two vessels and so there 
is no risk.

It is possible that we cannot use the Hoquiam Lagoon.  Worst case is that we 
need to haul the dredge material a further distanct that would increase the cost 
by up to $250,000 which would be a significant cost impact.  Pumps, dragline, 
crane, frontend loader, lightsets, sealing the barge, haul trucks, street 
sweepers and flaggers are already included in MII estimate.

Since dredge occurs annual at Grays Harbor there is no risk that the contractor 
cannot get a permit to cover his equipment to dredge.

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Upland Disposal

Permit Costs

The quantities for the current scope are conservative and already include a 
15% contingency to allow for increased quantities.  It is unlikely that the 
quantities will increase any further but at the most it will be 1% or 2% at a cost 
of $190,000.  This would be a significant cost increase. 

The quantities for the current scope are conservative and already include a 
15% contigency to allow for increased quantities.  It is unlikely that the 
quantities will increase any further but at the most it will be 1% or 2% at a cost 
of $34,000.  This is a negligable cost impact.

The quantities for the current scope are conservative.  It is possible that they 
can change but no more that a 10% increase.  This would be a marginal cost 
increase there is not a large quantity to dispose upland.

This risk was captured in risk element PS-6.Increase quantity of permits?

Increase is the quantities?

Increase is the quantities?

Increase is the quantities?

Max Potential Cost Growth

Clamshell Mob/Demob

Hopper Mob/Demob



Cost Estimate Assumptions
35%

CT-1 2

CT-2 0

CT-3 0

CT-4 0

CT-5 0

CT-6 0

CT-13 0

CT-14 0

External Project Risks
40%

EX-1 0

EX-2 0

EX-3 1

EX-4 0

EX-5 0

EX-6 1

EX-13 0

EX-14 0

Mitigation Risk to be reinstated?
Avoid fish window?
Opposition from lawsuits?

This risk is already captured in risk element CE-1.

The likelyhood is that 1 in every 10 years the gov hopper dredges will not be 
available.  An east coast hopper would need to be brought in and this would be 
expensive.  This risk has already been captured in risk element AS-2.

It is unlikely that the mitigation cost will be reinstated into the cost estimate 
however if it was to be placed back in we would need another place holder of 
$500K.  The construction window will avoid fish migration. Annual dredging 
already occurs and SEIS was completed along with this LRR.

The likelyhood is that 1 in every 10 years the gov hopper dredges will not be 
available.  An east coast hopper would need to be brought in and this would be 
expensive to mob however once here the unit costs is not much higher then 
the gov hopper.  This risk was already caputed in risk element AS-4.

Another site would need to be located, this risk is already captured in risk 
element FE-5.

Getting buyoff from US Fish and Wildlife to approve our mititgation efforts may 
take more coordination than expected.  The cost impact is assumed to be 
marginal at the greatest extent.

NegligibleUnlikely

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely

Unlikely Negligible

Negligible

Could cost estimate assumptions impact the construction management

no anticipated impacts are expected for the PED Unlikely

Construction Management no anticipated impacts are expected for the construction management

Construction Management No impacts are anticpated to affect the construction management.Could external project risks impact the construction management?

Max Potential Cost Growth

Possible

Marginal

Negligible

Significant

Negligible

Negligible

Marginal

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Permit Costs

Could cost estimate assumptions impact the PED
Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Possible

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Max Potential Cost Growth

Significant

Unlikely

Unlikely

No impacts are anticpated to affect the PEDCould external project risks impact the PED?
Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Fish and Wildlife mitigation requirements

Standby time is occurred during bad weather days.

What if the gov hopper is not available

Negligible

Negligible

Clamshell Mob/Demob

Hopper Mob/Demob

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Upland Disposal

What if the gov hopper is not available

Opposition from lawsuits?

Upland Disposal

Permit Costs

Based on the CEDEP duration output and work can be accomplished with two 
clamshells in one season.  This was validated by Dave Michalsen.  However if 
there is a mechnical delay or a bad weather season it is possible that 1 
clamshell would need to come back the next season.  This would be at a cost 
of $500,000.

This risk was captures in risk element AS-2.

From CEDEP the average cost of clamshell dredging is $6.39/CY {($9,447,440 
+ $144,540) / (1,752,000CY - 250,000CY)}.  The average historical price for 
the last three years is $4.12/CY.  The unit cost in the MII estimate is 55% 
higher than historical pricing.  This should cover increased risks in labor rates, 
crew sizes, reduced production, and consolidated material.

The daily hopper rates and production rates were obtained from Courtney 
Jones at PDX.  These rates are very accurate and are not expected to change.  

This risk was already captured in risk element FE-5.

This risk was already captured in risk element PS-6.

Clamshell Mob/Demob

Hopper Mob/Demob

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

• Assumptions regarding crew, productivity, overtime?  Can the work be 
done in one season using 2 dredges

Can we expect the government vessel to do the work instead of a private 
vessel?

How reliable are the CEDEP numbers?

How reliable are the Gov Hopper numbers?

Disposal location may change.

Are the type of permits incorrect?



Project (less than $40M):
Project Development Stage: 

Risk Category:

Total Construction Contract Cost = 490,285$                      

CWWBS Feature of Work Contract Cost % Contingency $ Contingency Total

01   LANDS AND DAMAGES Real Estate 15.00% -$                                 -$                       

1 0.00% -$                                 -$                       

2 0.00% -$                                 -$                       

3 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Clamshell Dreding 387,985$                   20.06% 77,825$                       465,809.68$          

4 12 NAVIGATION, PORTS AND HARBORS Hopper Dredging 102,300$                   10.72% 10,971$                       113,270.88$          

5 0.00% -$                                 -$                       

6 0.00% -$                                 -$                       

7 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

8 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

9 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

10 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

11 -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

12
Remaining Construction Items -$                                0.0% 0.00% -$                                 -$                       

13 30 PLANNING, ENGINEERING, AND DESIGN Planning, Engineering, & Design 25,000$                      7.00% 1,750$                         26,750.00$            

14 31 CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT Construction Management 25,000$                      7.00% 1,750$                         26,750.00$            

Totals
Real Estate -$                                0.00% -$                                 -$                       

Total Construction Estimate 490,285$                    18.11% 88,796$                       579,081$               
Total Planning, Engineering & Design 25,000$                      7.00% 1,750$                         26,750$                 

Total Construction Management 25,000$                     7.00% 1,750$                        26,750$                
Total 540,285$                   92,296$                      632,581$              

Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Moderate Risk: Typical Project or Possible Life Safety

Grays Harbor NIP -38 MLLW Alternative O&M
Feasibility (Alternatives)



Very Likely 2 3 4 5 5
Meeting Date: 28-Apr-14 Likely 1 2 3 4 5

Possible 0 1 2 3 4
Unlikely 0 0 1 2 3

Negligible Marginal Significant Critical Crisis

Project Scope Growth
75%

PS-3
• Potential for scope growth, added features and 
quantities?  0

PS-4
• Potential for scope growth, added features and 
quantities?  0

PS-13
• Potential for scope growth, added features and 
quantities?  0

PS-14
• Potential for scope growth, added features and 
quantities?  0

Acquisition Strategy
30%

AS-3 • Contracting plan firmly established? 1

AS-4 • Contracting plan firmly established? 0

AS-13 • Contracting plan firmly established? 0

AS-14 • Contracting plan firmly established? 0

Construction Elements
25%

CE-3 • Accelerated schedule or harsh weather schedule?  2

CE-4 • Accelerated schedule or harsh weather schedule?  1

CE-13 • Accelerated schedule or harsh weather schedule?  0

CE-14 • Accelerated schedule or harsh weather schedule?  0

Unlikely

Unlikely

Affects of weather delays?

Affects of weather delays?

The work is expected to take 1.7 months with 5 or 6 bad weather delays in 
that time.  The impact due to these weather delays would be over $50,000 
which would be a critical impact. 

It is assumed to take 1 day to dredge the material.  It is unlikely that the gov 
hopper will experience a 1 day delay but in such a case the stand by time  
would be between $25,000 and $50,000 which would be a significant impact.

Significant

Negligible

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Unlikely

Negligible

Negligible

Grays Harbor NIP -38 MLLW Alternative O&M
Feasibility (Alternatives)

Abbreviated Risk Analysis

Construction elements could have some impact to PED.

Construction elements could have some impact to construction 
management.

Since a history of contracting practices has been established, no sigmnificant 
PED impacts are anticipated.

Since a history of contracting practices has been established, no sigmnificant 
PED impacts are anticipated.Construction Management Acquisition strategy could impact construction management efforts.

O&M is well documented, no concern for scope growth

Construction Management
Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely Negligible

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Construction Management

Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?

Are the contractor markup rates appropriate?

The PDT had no concern for project scope growth.

The PDT had no concern for project scope growth.

The prime is assumed to do this work feature, it is unlikely but if this work was 
to be sub contracted out it would add 25% to the clamshell dredging and this 
would and be a significant cost impact.

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Max Potential Cost Growth

Unlikely

Unlikely

Negligible

Negligible

Critical

Significant

Grays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

Negligible

NegligibleUnlikely

UnlikelyGrays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

Concerns

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

O&M is well documented, no concern for scope growth
Grays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

Grays Harbor is dredged every year for maintenance.  The project conditions, 
dredging equipment and reasonable costs are well documented.

Risk Level

Likelihood Impact
Risk 

Element
Risk 
Level

Feature of Work PDT Discussions & Conclusions
(Include logic & justification for choice of Likelihood & Impact)

Max Potential Cost Growth

Concerns Pull Down Tab (ENABLE MACROS 
THRU TRUST CENTER)
(Choose ALL that apply)

Max Potential Cost Growth

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design Acquisition strategy could impact PED efforts.

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

The government is assumed to do this work feature.  It is unlikely but if this 
work was to be sub contracted, the commercial hopper dredge unit price 
would be $2-3/CY plus 60% markups.  This would be at the same rate or 
cheaper than the gov hopper dredge and this would be a negligable cost 



Quantities for Current Scope
20%

Q-3
• Level of confidence based on design and 
assumptions?  2

Q-4
• Level of confidence based on design and 
assumptions?  1

Q-13
• Level of confidence based on design and 
assumptions?  0

Q-14
• Level of confidence based on design and 
assumptions?  0

Specialty Fabrication or Equipment
75%

FE-3
• Unusual parts, material or equipment manufactured 
or installed?  0

FE-4
• Unusual parts, material or equipment manufactured 
or installed?  0

FE-13
• Unusual parts, material or equipment manufactured 
or installed?  0

FE-14
• Unusual parts, material or equipment manufactured 
or installed?  0

Cost Estimate Assumptions
35%

CT-3 • Reliability and number of key quotes?  2

CT-4 • Reliability and number of key quotes?  0

CT-13 • Reliability and number of key quotes?  0

CT-14 • Reliability and number of key quotes?  0

External Project Risks
40%

EX-3 • Unanticipated inflations in fuel, key materials? 0

EX-4 • Potential for severe adverse weather?  0

EX-13 • Potential for severe adverse weather?  0

EX-14 • Potential for severe adverse weather?  0

Avoid fish window?
Opposition from lawsuits?  The construction window will avoid fish migration. Annual dredging already 

occurs and SEIS was completed along with this LRR.

 The construction window will avoid fish migration. Annual dredging already 
occurs and SEIS was completed along with this LRR.

NegligibleUnlikely

Unlikely Negligible

Possible

Negligible

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely

Significant

Marginal

Possible

Unlikely Negligible

Negligible

Could cost estimate assumptions impact the construction management

no anticipated impacts are expected for the PED Unlikely

Construction Management no anticipated impacts are expected for the construction management

Construction Management No impacts are anticpated to affect the construction management.Could external project risks impact the construction management?

Max Potential Cost Growth

Negligible

Negligible

Unlikely

Unlikely

Could cost estimate assumptions impact the PED
Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Construction Management
No anticipated specialty fabrication is anticipated that will impact the 
construction management.

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design No anticipated specialty fabrication is anticipated that will impact the PED.

Negligible

Possible

Unlikely

Max Potential Cost Growth

Could there be some specialty fab or equipment that could cost impact the 
PED?

Could there be some specialty fab or equipment that could cost impact the 
construction management?

Negligible

Unlikely Negligible

Unlikely

Construction Management
Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.

Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Dredging projects require much less effort as compared to other civil works 
projects.  Impacts are unlikely.Quantities could have an impact to PED

Quantities could have an impact to construction management

No impacts are anticpated to affect the PEDCould external project risks impact the PED?
Planning, Engineering, & 
Design

Significant

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Avoid fish window?
Opposition from lawsuits?

It is possible that a different contractor can get awarded the project next year 
and this would increase the cost by potentially 20% or a magintude of 
$97,000 .  This assumption is made on the unit pricing of the 2nd and 3rd 
lowest bidders for the FY11, FY12 and FY13 Maintenance dredging contracts 
at Grays Harbor.

Unless we deactive the yaquina or essayons or an accident happens to the 
vessel that requires repair, the daily rates can be predicted with accuracy.

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

How reliiable are the historical numbers?

How reliiable are the historical numbers?

Availability of the proper clamshell bucket size?

Availability of the Essayons to performe the dredging?

Max Potential Cost Growth

Negligible

Negligible

Unlikely

Unlikely

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

Since the dredging of Grays Harbor is so well documented the PDT believes 
the contractor will have the appropreiate size buckets to dredge both 
consolidated, non-consolidated and HTRW materials.  It is unlikely that the 
contractor will be unprepared for existing conditions.  

The cost estimate already assumes that the yaquina will perform the dredging 
in south reach.  This is the more conservative to the two vessels and so there 
is no risk.

Clamshell Dreding

Hopper Dredging

The quantities for the current scope are conservative.  However, projecting 
out 50 years is extremely difficult and the quantities can possibly increase by 
another 10%  This would be a significant cost increase of roughly $40,000 

The quantities for the current scope are conservative.  However, projecting 
out 50 years is extremely difficult and the quantities can possibly increase by 
another 10%  This would be a marginal cost increase of roughly $10,000 

Increase is the quantities?

Increase is the quantities?

Max Potential Cost Growth
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1.1 Introduction 
This response to comments document responds to comments received on the Grays Harbor Navigation 
Improvement Project (Project) Draft Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) and Appendices (including the 
Draft SEIS) by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). Comments were submitted verbally at the 
public meeting held in Aberdeen, Washington, on February 27, 2014. Comments were also received in 
writing through public comment forms provided at the February 2014 public meeting, letters, and 
electronic mail. A total of 31 comment submittals were received.   

1.2 Environmental Review Process 
On February 7, 2014, the Corps released the Draft LRR and Appendices for public review. A Notice of 
Availability for public review of the Draft LRR and Appendices, including the Draft SEIS was filed in the 
Federal Register (EIS No. 20140033). 

Printed copies of the Draft LRR and Appendices were available for public review at local public libraries.   
Additionally, the Draft LRR and Appendices were available for public review on the Corps’ website at 
http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/Navigation/NavigationProjects/GraysHarbor/N
avigationImprovement.aspx.  

The public review and comment period on the Draft LRR and Appendices began on February 7, 2014, 
and closed on April 9, 2014. One public meeting was held to receive public comment on the Draft LRR 
and Appendices in Aberdeen, Washington, on February 27, 2014. 

1.3 Document Organization and List of Commenters 
This comments and responses document contains copies of comments received during the comment 
period followed by the Corps’ responses to those comments. Each comment is numerically coded in the 
margin of the comment letter, based on the order of the comments presented in the letter. The 
comments and responses are presented as follows: 

 Master Responses (Section 1.4) 

 Comments received at the public meeting and responses (Section 1.5) 

 Comments from agencies, organizations, and individuals and responses (Section 1.6) 

1.3.1 Master Responses 
A number of comments that were received addressed similar concerns. Responses to these comments 
were consolidated into master responses. Three master responses are presented in Section 1.5:  

 Master Response 1, Impacts on Oyster Growers 

 Master Response 2, Impacts on Dungeness Crab and Related Crab Mitigation 

 Master Response 3, Comments Associated with the Proposals for Crude Oil by Rail Exports 

 

http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/Navigation/NavigationProjects/GraysHarbor/NavigationImprovement.aspx
http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/Navigation/NavigationProjects/GraysHarbor/NavigationImprovement.aspx
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1.3.2 Individual Comment Submittals 
A total of 31 comment submittals were received on the Draft LRR and Appendices.  Each comment 
submittal was given a comment identification code. Four individuals provided verbal comments at the 
February 2014 meeting. These comment submittals are identified as PM1, PM2, PM3, and PM4. Two 
individuals provided written comments on the public comment form at the February 2014 public 
meeting and are identified as F1 and F2.  Twenty-five comment submittals were received as letters 
either via electronic mail or U.S. mail.  These submittals are identified as Letter1, Letter 2, Letter 3, etc. 
through Letter 25, and are organized by the date on the letter, then alphabetically by the author’s last 
name. Each comment submittal is listed below in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Public Comment Submittals Received on the Grays Harbor Navigation Project Draft Limited 
Reevaluation report and Appendices 

Comment 
Identification 

Date on 
Letter/Email 

Public Meeting Speaker/  
Comment Letter Author Organization/Affiliation 

Comments Received at the February 27, 2014, Public Meeting 
PM1 2/27/2014 Brady Engvall Private citizen 
PM2 2/27/2014 Ron Figlar-Barnes Private citizen 
PM3 2/27/2014 Ole Mackey Private citizen 
PM4 2/27/2014 Arthur Grunbaum Private citizen 
F1 2/27/2014 Michael Cenci Private citizen 
F2 2/27/2014 Kim Figlar-Barnes Private citizen 
Comment Letters/Email Correspondence 
1 No date Brady Engvall, Shellfish Farmer, 

Retired 
Private citizen 

2 3/11/2014 Bill Monahan, Pacific Resource 
Unit Leader 

Rayonier U.S. Forest Resources 

3 3/13/2014 Stanley Gabara, Executive Vice 
President 

Pasha Automotive Services 

4 3/13/2014 Allison O’Brien, Regional 
Environmental Officer 

U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Office of the Secretary 

5 3/13/2014 John Plaza, President and CEO Imperium Renewables, Inc. 
6 3/15/2014 Gary S. Lewis, SVP and Chief 

Commercial Officer 
Westway Terminal Co. 

7 3/21/2014 Vicki Cummings, Executive 
Director 

Grays Harbor Council of 
Governments 

8 3/21/2014 Vicki Cummings, Jobs Team 
Facilitator 

Jobs Team Grays Harbor 

9 3/22/2014 Craig Zora Private citizen 
10 3/24/2014 Ken S. Berg, Manager U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Washington Fish and Wildlife 
Office 

11 3/27/2014 Arthur (R. D.) Grunbaum, 
President 

Friends of Grays Harbor 

12 3/27/2014 Chris Schaffer, Vice President Ag Processing Inc. 
13 4/2/2014 Commissioner Stan Pinnick, 

President 
Port of Grays Harbor 
Commission 

14 4/6/2014 Mark Ballo, Farm Manager, Co-
Owner  

Brady’s Oysters, Inc. 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

4 
 

Comment 
Identification 

Date on 
Letter/Email 

Public Meeting Speaker/  
Comment Letter Author Organization/Affiliation 

15 4/7/2014 Randy Dutton, CDR, SC, USNR-
Retired 

Private citizen 

16 4/7/2014 Arnie Martin Private citizen 
17 4/7/2014 Arnie Martin Private citizen 
18 4/7/2014 Keith Olson Private citizen 
19 4/7/2014 David E. Ortman, Attorney-at-

Law 
Private citizen 

20 4/7/2014 Ray Toste, Manager 
Larry Thevik, Vice President 

Washington Dungeness Crab 
Fishermen’s Association 

21 4/8/2014 Jesse G. DeNike Plauche & Carr, LLP 

22 4/8/2014 Marcie Keever, Oceans & Vessels 
Program Director 
Fred Felleman, Northwest 
Consultant 

Friends of the Earth  

23 4/8/2014 Christine B. Reichgott, Manager, 
Environmental Review and 
Sediment Management Unit 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 10 

24 4/9/2014 Jack L. Hollingsworth Markham Enterprises 
25 4/9/2014 Fawn R. Sharp, President Quinault Indian Nation 

 

Each comment submittal is reproduced in its entirety in this appendix.  Where a comment submittal 
included multiple comments, each comment was assigned a sequential number.  Following each 
comment submittal are the Corps’ responses to the comments raised in the submittal. 

Verbal and written comments received during the February 2014 public meeting are presented in 
Section 1.5, and individual comments received via electronic mail or U.S. mail are presented in Section 
1.6. 
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1.4 Master Responses 
A review of the comment letters received on the Draft LRR and Appendices revealed that some 
comments were made frequently, demonstrating a common concern among those submitting written 
comments.  In some cases, the array of similar comments about a particular topic provided more clarity 
about a specific issue than any single comment.  To allow presentation of a response that addresses all 
aspects of these related comments, master responses have been prepared for those topics that were 
raised in a number of comments.  These master responses are intended to allow a well-integrated 
response that addresses all facets of a particular issue, in lieu of piecemeal responses to individual 
comments that may not have portrayed the full complexity of the issue. 

When applicable, the individual responses to comments cross-reference an applicable master response 
to provide additional explanation and information.  In some cases, a master response may fully respond 
to the individual comment. 

Master responses have been provided for the following issues raised in comments received on the Draft 
SEIS: 

 Comments related to impacts on oyster growers, in particular associated with sedimentation of 
oyster beds (see Master Response 1). 

 Comments related to impacts on Dungeness crab and related crab mitigation (see Master 
Response 2). 

 Comments related to the proposals for crude oil by rail exports (see Master Response 3). 

Each master response is presented in the following sections. 

1.4.1 Master Response 1, Impacts on Oyster Growers 
The SEIS presents the no-action alternative, which encompasses both the existing features of the Grays 
Harbor navigation project and the ongoing activities to operate and maintain that project.  Pursuant to 
NEPA, where a continuing regime of Federal activities is already in place, the no-action alternative 
consists of continuing that management regime without change.  See 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (March 23, 
1981), as amended (CEQ’s “Forty Question” #3).  The no-action alternative does not assume a 
theoretical construct in which the historical and ongoing effects of existing structures and their 
maintenance regimes are eliminated.  The no-action alternative for this SEIS thus consists of the existing 
deep-draft Federal channel and navigation-related structures such as the North and South jetties and the 
Point Chehalis revetment and groins, as well as the ongoing courses of operation and maintenance 
applicable to each.  In the case of each navigation project feature, the environmental effects of the initial 
construction and the present course of operation and maintenance have been previously evaluated to 
the extent required by NEPA.  Where a Federal activity is already in place on a continuing basis and 
modification is proposed, NEPA requires an evaluation of the difference between the environmental 
consequences of the no-action alternative and the impacts of the proposed modification to Federal 
action.  Establishing a baseline is a practical requirement that is essential to effective environmental 
effects analysis, and in the case of continuing Federal action where a change to the ongoing status quo is 
proposed, the measure of effects of the change is determined by a comparison of the impacts of each 
alternative to the impacts under the no-action alternative.  When evaluating impacts of an ongoing 
course of action, such as the continued maintenance of the deepened channel proposed in this SEIS, a 
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comparison is drawn between prospective effects over a 50-year period under the no-action alternative 
and the projected effects of the action alternatives. 

The scope of the analysis contained in this SEIS extends to evaluating the impacts associated with an 
incremental deepening of the channel prism by two feet from the presently maintained depth of -36 feet 
MLLW.  The impacts to oyster habitat associated with this deepening action were analyzed and 
determined to generate no more than a minor incremental impact when added to the effects under the 
no-action alternative.  As a result, compensatory mitigation associated with the incremental deepening 
of two feet is not proposed for this deepening action.  In regards to the impacts to oyster habitat 
associated with large scale harbor morphology, the Corps is currently not authorized to mitigate for 
impacts to Whitcomb Flats associated with the historic navigation project features which are considered 
baseline conditions in the present study.   

In summary, the morphology of Grays Harbor is an element of the larger Columbia River littoral cell, 
which comprises a complex and dynamic interconnected system.  Morphological changes exerting 
effects throughout Grays Harbor commenced well over a century ago with the construction of the North 
and South jetties.  Channel deepening, long since implemented nearly 25 years ago and now forming 
part of the environmental baseline for effects analysis purposes, has further contributed to 
morphological changes in Grays Harbor.  The complex interaction among all the structural features of 
the navigation project has also contributed.  The deepening of the Bar and Entrance reaches, which are 
not part of the present proposed action, in 1990 from -36 to -46 feet MLLW contributed to changes in 
the wave climate and current-influenced morphology of historic features like Whitcomb Flats, in 
conjunction with a number of other conditions also affecting the dynamic system.  The eastward 
migration of Whitcomb Flats is closely related, for instance, to the continued growth and elongation of 
Damon Point in a southeasterly direction.  This ongoing change in Damon Point morphology is 
influenced in part by the orientation and condition of the North Jetty, which has been in place for over 
100 years and is not a feature of the proposed action considered in this SEIS.  This elongation of Damon 
Point to the southeast has constricted and reoriented the throat of the Grays Harbor inlet.  The 
combined effect of the forces through the inlet, most notably ebb current and wave energy from 
westerly and northwesterly offshore patterns have resulted in net erosion of seabed sediments from the 
Whitcomb Flats area and eastward migration of that feature, as further discussed below.  A detailed 
summary of the sediment dynamics in the harbor is presented in Section 2.3 of Appendix B: Engineering 
Analysis.  Appendix B describes in detail the historic engineering activities at Grays Harbor and how 
these have resulted in changes to the geomorphology within the harbor.  Existing morphological 
conditions in Grays Harbor, resulting from the influences of a combination of varied sources that 
includes natural consequences, the effects of features of the Grays Harbor navigation project, and other 
human influences, form part of the environmental baseline against which the effects of the deepening 
action are gauged.  Likewise, the environmental baseline also consists of the consequences of 
continuation of the present operation and maintenance of the -36-foot channel and the other structures 
constituting the navigation project. 

For reference, the assessment of impacts of the 1990 channel improvement project on oysters in the 
1989 SEIS page 4-20 reads: 

Oysters. The project is not expected to have any significant adverse impacts on existing 
oyster growing areas in Grays Harbor, either due to increased wave action from channel 
deepening or due to siltation from disposal activities. Although wave and current 
actions are continuing to erode portions of Whitcomb Flats, this is most likely a result of 
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ocean swell, wind-generated waves from a northwesterly direction, and tidal currents.  
Erosion and accretion at various points on Whitcomb Flats appears to be a naturally 
occurring phenomenon within a dynamic estuarine system, unrelated to dredging 
activities. However, since the precise cause has not been determined, observation of 
Whitcomb Flats erosion would continue under routine maintenance activities. 

The 1989 SEIS recognized that erosion and accretion near Whitcomb Flats was an on-going geomorphic 
process and was expected to continue regardless of the deepening proposed at that time to a -36-foot 
depth in the relevant six reaches.  While unable to provide a precise cause at the time, subsequent 
analysis has shed more light on the topic. In 2003, Kraus and Arden (2003) conducted a comprehensive 
nearshore sediment dynamics study and sediment budget analysis at the Grays Harbor inlet.  Chapter 3 
of this technical report describes historic shoal migration patterns, sediment transport pathways, and 
how the original construction and subsequent repairs to the jetties have influenced the morphology at 
the inlet including the flood tidal shoals such as Sand Island and Whitcomb Flats.  Many of these same 
conclusions were reiterated in the 2003 Sediment Transport study conducted by Osborne (2003).  Key 
conclusions from the report pertaining to sediment transport patterns in the harbor are as follows: 

 1. Jetty construction (c. 1900) constricted the inlet causing sediments to be scoured from the harbor 
entrance and much of this sand to be transported to the outer bar and shorelines flanking both jetties.    
This resulted in the advancement of shorelines north and south of the jetties in the decades following 
jetty construction.  This also resulted in changes to sediment transport patterns inside the harbor.  Prior 
to jetty construction active sediment exchange forced by waves and tidal currents occurred from the bar 
to the interior shoals inside the harbor due to the relatively shallow bathymetry.   However when the 
inlet was constricted following construction of jetties the inlet scoured and the sediment exchange 
between the bar and the interior flood tidal shoals such as Whitcomb Flats became disconnected.  In 
turn this resulted in a net export of sediments during ebb currents and cutoff of the flood/ebb current 
exchange of sediments across the inlet.  This lack of sediment source has diminished the ability of flood 
currents to supply sediment to the sand shoals and thus has contributed to the active migration 
observed to the sand shoal fronting Whitcomb Flats.  Over time this diminished sediment supply has 
resulted in the lowering of sand shoal and eventual overwashing by waves.  This process is similar to 
barrier island rollover when a low relief island migrates toward the shoreline through a tidal 
embayment as a result of continued wave overwash (see http://coastal.er.usgs.gov/hurricanes/coastal-
change/overwash.php) 

2. Jetty condition influences geomorphology in the harbor.  This has been most apparent on North Beach 
as sediments have reentered the harbor by passing through and over the north jetty as the structure 
elevation has subsided and been repaired over time.  Sediments that reentered the harbor were shaped 
by waves and currents to create present-day Damon Point.  The effect of the formation of Damon Point 
on the resultant morphology near Whitcomb Flats can be traced to the following: 

 (a) Persistent narrowing (constriction) of the inlet between Damon Point and Point Chehalis as Damon 
Point grew in length toward the southeast.  This process effectively pushed the channel thalweg 
southward toward Whitcomb Flats, thereby creating deeper waters adjacent to the flats.  It should be 
noted that dredging this portion of the federal navigation channel is not required as natural scouring 
effects keep depths below the authorized channel depth. Much of the channel adjacent to Whitcomb 
Flats is already at or below -42 feet MLLW, indicating limited dredging would be required with respect 
to the current project in the channel adjacent to Whitcomb Flats. 

 

http://coastal.er.usgs.gov/hurricanes/coastal-change/overwash.php
http://coastal.er.usgs.gov/hurricanes/coastal-change/overwash.php
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 (b) More wave energy is focused toward South Bay as a result of the natural scouring that has occurred 
between Damon Point and Point Chehalis.  Longer-period waves (swells) can propagate through this 
region and refract to the southeast toward the shallow Whitcomb Flats region (See Appendix B: 
Engineering Analysis; Figures 8 and 9).  The larger wave heights reaching the sand shoal eventually 
became large enough to overtop the feature.  The process of continued wave overtopping has resulted in 
the eastward migration of the sand shoal over the Whitcomb Flats oyster habitat. 

The Corps has determined that original jetty construction is the primary driver controlling morphology 
at the harbor entrance and is responsible for the observed migration of the flood shoal and siltation of 
Whitcomb Flats.  It is understandable for one to assume an association between the 1990 deepening 
project and these impacts due to the continued migration/siltation of Whitcomb Flats following the 
execution of the project.  However, data and analysis presented in Kraus and Arden (2003) strongly 
suggest these impacts would have occurred regardless of channel deepening dredging in 1990.  
Additionally, the 2003 Sediment transport study (Osborne 2003) also reinforces this conclusion by 
stating that the impacts of the 1990 deepening project were relatively minor in relation to the large 
scale erosion occurring at the inlet throat.   The discussion from Osborne (2003) in its entirety is 
included here for reference: 

The bathymetry analysis suggests that the channel relocation in the late 1970s 
coincided with a period of ongoing relatively rapid southward migration and deepening 
of the channel which had persisted for at least the previous decade (1965 to 1975) and 
which continued until the mid 1980s.  It is therefore difficult to distinguish the impact of 
the channel relocation project and dredging from the larger scale morphological 
changes that were occurring in that part of the inlet throat.  Similarly, the deepening and 
widening project in 1990 caused only a relatively minor increase in overall depth 
(generally less than 5 to 7 ft) and width of the channel in relation to the larger scale 
erosion of the throat.  It is possible that the channel relocation, dredging, and deepening 
and widening projects have reinforced the larger scale and longer term system response 
through positive feedback adding to the overall increase in channel depth, width and 
tidal flow in this area.  However, it is worth noting that the channel position has been 
relatively stable at depths between 20 and 40 ft for the last decade and a half. 

To be cognizable under NEPA as a direct or indirect effect of Federal action, that impact must be 
proximately caused by the action.  In the case of this SEIS, the analyzed effects are those proximately 
caused by the proposal to deepen six reaches of the navigation channel from -36 to -38 feet.  Any effects 
generated by prior channel construction actions are encompassed within the no-action alternative’s 
environmental baseline, and are thus not caused by the proposed action; similarly, the effects generated 
by the other structural features of the navigation project are also encompassed within the 
environmental baseline.  When combined with the complex interaction of effects of a host of other 
natural and anthropogenic influences in Grays Harbor, the causal link between channel deepening to -38 
feet and morphologic change in Grays Harbor is even further attenuated.  The effects of these extrinsic 
sources are evaluated, instead, in the cumulative effects section of the SEIS.  The Corps thus disagrees 
with the assertion that dredging associated with channel deepening is the primary cause for the 
destruction of Whitcomb Flats beds.  The Corps also disagrees with the contention that the impacts of 
the additional two-foot increment of dredging would substantially exacerbate degradation of Whitcomb 
Flats in the future.  The primary reason is that the South Reach is already at or below the proposed 
depth of -38 feet MLLW adjacent to Whitcomb Flats due to naturally deep depth associated with the 
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constriction of the inlet throat.  In fact, dredging is not required downstream of Station 600+00, which is 
located upstream of the end of Whitcomb Flats.    

Nevertheless, the Corps recognizes that migration of the sand shoal and siltation of Whitcomb Flats will 
likely continue into the future and presents a hardship on the oyster growers in the estuary.  
Recognizing the importance of the issue, the Corps partnered with Washington State Department of 
Natural Resources as the non-Federal sponsor on a project under Section 111 of the Continuing 
Authorities Program in 2009.  Section 111 is an authorization, and establishes no independent 
obligation on the part of the Corps to identify or undertake mitigation.  Six potential alternatives to 
mitigate shore damages that could potentially be attributed to the federal navigation project were 
identified for more in-depth analysis.  There are statutory prerequisites to implementation of the 
Section 111 authority.  A non-Federal sponsor must be identified which has an obligation, among other 
requirements, to share the costs of a feasibility study, to share the costs of project implementation, to 
operate and maintain the implemented measures, and to obtain and provide to the project the necessary 
real estate interests.  There are also limits on total cost, above which specific Congressional 
authorization is required.  The Corps is precluded from proceeding under Section 111 authority without 
non-Federal accomplishment of these prerequisites.  The project transitioned into an inactive stage in 
2010 when the non-Federal sponsor was unable to cost-share the study.  Without specific authorization 
from Congress to conduct mitigation, the Section 111 authority remains the only program available to 
the Corps to mitigate for damages attributable to historic federal navigation features. 

 
References: 
Kraus, N.C. and Arden H.T. 2003.  North Jetty Performance and Entrance Navigation Channel 

Maintenance, Grays Harbor, Washington. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Engineering Research and 
Development Center Coastal Hydraulics Laboratory. ERDC/CHL TR-03-12 

Osborne, P. D. Dynamics of Whitcomb Flats, Grays Harbor.  July 10, 2003. 
 

 This master response applies to the following individual comments: 

 PM1-1  PM1-2 

 PM2-1  1-1 

 1-2  1-3 

 1-4  1-5 

 11-14  11-26 

 14-1  14-3 

 Most comments in Letter 21  24-1 

 24-5  24-11 

1.4.2  Master Response 2, Impacts on Dungeness Crabs and 
Related Crab Mitigation 

The potential effects of the proposed action were evaluated in the context of incremental impacts added 
to the environmental baseline.  The no-action alternative, under which the navigation channel is 
maintained at a depth of −36 feet MLLW by annual maintenance dredging, forms the baseline against 
which the effects of the action alternatives are compared.  As reflected in Master Response 1, the 
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evaluation addresses the effects proximately caused by the proposed action, and not the effects of 
ongoing Federal action already in place (i.e., the existing channel at -36 feet and maintenance required 
to maintain this depth). The analysis takes into consideration the timing, duration, volume, and extent of 
dredging and dredged material placement activities that occur in any given year, and the effects of these 
activities on Dungeness crab, as well as other species, and their habitats.  Concerns about potential 
impacts on Dungeness crabs from dredged material placement operations during the project would 
include: burial effects, toxic effects, and direct effects on crab fishing.  Burial effects on Dungeness crab 
are expected to be minimal and transient.  Material placement sites and dredge placement operations 
have been designed through location and timing to avoid areas of high crab densities that were 
identified during previous, non-Corps, surveys.   

The dredge timing is scheduled to avoid times when large numbers of crabs would be present at both 
the dredge sites and the material placement sites.  The Point Chehalis site is the most heavily used 
placement site in Grays Harbor.  For the inner harbor reaches, material is typically deposited at the 
dispersive South Jetty or Point Chehalis sites, while for the outer harbor reaches, three beneficial use 
sites (Half Moon Bay nearshore nourishment, Point Chehalis Revetment Extension mitigation site, and 
South Beach nearshore nourishment site) and the Point Chehalis aquatic site are primarily utilized.  
Inner harbor reaches are dredged and material is placed from July 16 to February 14, and the outer 
hopper-dredged channel material is placed primarily from April to May.  Any crabs present would be 
expected to easily escape from or avoid the material placement sites during disposal activities, and crabs 
would be expected to recolonize the area within a relatively short period of time (McCauley, et al. 1977, 
Chang and Levings 1978, Maurer et al. 1981,).   

The Corps utilizes the University of Washington School of Fisheries developed Dredge Impact Model 
(DIM) (Armstrong et al. 1987) to calculate impacts.  This model integrates crab population data on age, 
season, and location with dredging gear type, volume dredged, dredging season and location.  An 
entrainment function was empirically derived from data on dredge-specific crab entrainment and 
resulting mortality.  Projected crab losses of all ages are then adjusted for natural mortality to yield an 
equivalent adult loss to the fishery (unfished female losses were set equal to commercial sized males).  
The Corps has used this model to select dredge gear type and seasons for dredging at specific locations 
in such a way as to avoid periods of abundance and thus minimize crab losses.   

In 1998 the Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement (RCMSA) was developed and executed by the 
pertinent resource agencies and the Corps, in order to balance the cost of maintenance dredging and 
mitigation with the associated risk to the resource.   The strategy refined avoidance and mitigation 
methods in light of several years of biological monitoring, shell placement, and dredging experience.  
The strategy emphasizes maximizing impact avoidance by limiting dredging within the inner harbor 
reaches (including Inner Crossover Reach and inward) to clamshell only (the Corps later added the 
Outer Crossover reach to areas available for clamshell dredging), and establishing work windows for 
each of the channel reaches to avoid periods of high crab abundance.  The agreement limits dredging to 
only the minimal amount necessary for navigation needs, regardless of government hopper dredge 
schedules.  The agreement also establishes credit against mitigation requirements that would otherwise 
arise for method avoidance (use of clamshell with lower entrainment and mortality over a hopper 
dredge in the Cross-over and South Reaches).  Mitigation obligations established under the RCMSA are 
thus a function of volumes of material dredged, as a surrogate for numbers of crab impacted, in 
conjunction with timing, location and manner (equipment) of dredging.  Under the RCMSA, only crabs 
lost to maintenance of the widened and deepened portion as a result of the 1990 deepening dredging 
from -30 to -36 feet (incremental maintenance, quantified as a function of dredged material volume) are 
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subject to mitigation.  Thus, crabs lost during historic, non-incremental dredging (represented by the 
volume of average cubic yards dredged over the period 1981 to 1989) are not subject to mitigation 
pursuant to the terms of the RCMSA.  The agreement also concluded that any changes in dredging 
equipment that avoid crab in the incremental portion also avoid large numbers of crabs usually lost to 
non-incremental dredging, and crabs “saved” in the non-incremental volumes by use of clamshell dredge 
in Crossover and South reaches would be credited against both historic and present impacts. The 
RCMSA stipulates the use of the University of Washington dredge impact model (DIM) to quantify both 
dredging impacts on crab and crab production.      

DIM estimates for the project are separated for total construction impacts (i.e. the total amount dredged 
in the construction year of the project): the volume of maintenance dredging to get to -36 feet as 
evaluated in the 2011 Environmental Assessment, plus the additional two feet to achieve a depth of -38 
feet for the six affected reaches.  As discussed in Section 4.4.3.6 of the SEIS the DIM results show very 
minimal crab impact for the project .  This is primarily due to the minimal dredging required for the 
project in the outer harbor (330, 000 cy in South Reach for the construction year), which is typically 
hopper-dredged and where crab impacts would otherwise be elevated.  The larger volumes dredged in 
the inner harbor are clamshell-dredged which is recognized under the RCMSA as generating a far lower 
degree of entrainment and associated mortality as compared to hopper dredging.   

Crab impacts due to maintenance dredging of the navigation channel through the present have been 
accounted for and mitigated as required in accordance with the RCSMA as reflected in the 2011 EA, and 
impacts of dredging in the construction year under the proposed action are evaluated pursuant to the 
RCMSA in this SEIS.  After the construction year maintenance dredging of the channel will continue the 
same as prior to the deepening project.  A small increase in maintenance dredging volumes is 
anticipated as a result of this deepening project.  Maintenance dredging would continue to adhere to the 
RCSMA, including implementation of crab mitigation where such obligations arise pursuant to its 
analytical methodology, until the agreement is cancelled or modified by the Dungeness Crab Working 
Group Working Group that is further described in Section 4.4.3.6 of the SEIS.    

 This master response applies to the following individual comments: 

 9-1  9-7 

 10-16  11-13 

 11-25  14-7 

 19-4  19-5 

 20-2  23-6 

 23-7  23-8 

 23-9  23-11 

 24-3  24-4 
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1.4.3 Master Response 3, Comments Associated with Proposals 
for Crude Oil by Rail Exports  

A number of years ago, the Port of Grays Harbor (PGH) embarked on a redevelopment plan that included 
diversifying away from timber products and focusing on developing new partnerships with 
manufacturers and exporters.  The plan included capital investment of approximately $18 million in rail 
and rail capacity and an additional $200 million of private investment in Port facilities.  As a result, the 
PGH has seen a steady increase in trade volume over the past decade, to the general economic benefit of 
the region.  The PGH’s diversification of commodities has led to an increased cargo volume from 1.28 
million short tons in 2006 to approximately 1.82 million short tons in 2012, representing a 42% 
increase.  Port of Grays Harbor cargo throughput is expected to continue to grow in the near future.  The 
purpose of the proposed action is not to promote Grays Harbor as a destination for additional 
commodities to enter the Port.  The recommended plan (deepening 2 additional feet) is intended to 
facilitate more efficient movements through the Harbor. The change of approximately 5% from -36 
MLLW to -38 MLLW in depth would not necessarily cause a dramatic shift in shipper’s preference nor 
would it change the vessel fleet expected to call on Grays Harbor. Currently, a mix of break bulk, dry 
bulk, roll-on/roll-off (Ro-Ro), barge, and tanker vessels call at the Port, the largest of which are Panamax 
vessels (50,001 – 80,000 dwt), which have a maximum length overall of 965 ft , 106 ft beam, and 39.5 ft 
draught in order to fit through the Panama Canal.  Although Panamax vessels currently call at the Port, 
they cannot fully load and/or must wait for high tides to transit due to insufficient channel depth.  
Deepening the navigational channel from -36’ to -38’ MLLW will allow for more efficient operation of 
Panamax vessels, but is not anticipated to allow for larger bulk or tanker vessel classes to call at the Port 
as doing so would reintroduce the inefficiencies (light loading and tide riding) that the deepening is 
intended to alleviate.  Ro-Ro vessels, with a draft of no more than 32 feet, are not generally depth limited 
at the Port dependent on under keel clearance requirements. Larger bulk classes such as Capesize 
(typically 175,000 dwt, but up to 400,000 dwt), with a draft of 60 ft and or deeper, or larger tankers, 
such as Aframax (80,000 – 119,000 dwt), with a typical 60 ft draft, would not be expected to call at the 
Port at -38’ft MLLW depth.   Larger containerized vessels, such as Post-Panamax vessels, requiring 45ft 
depth, are not expected to call at the Port due to lack of container terminals, cranes, and other 
specialized facilities necessary to accommodate said cargo. 

Concern has been expressed concern that transport of crude oil is being used to economically justify the 
proposed action under Corps policies.  For the purposes of the Corps Grays Harbor economic analysis, 
benefits accrue through more efficient movement of tonnage, rather than changes in commodity type or 
value.  Benefits attributed to transportation cost savings are mostly due to the elimination of vessel calls 
or reduction in transit times as a result of more efficient vessel loadings when comparing the anticipated 
future without-project conditions to the proposed two-foot deepening.  It is these cost savings that 
generate the benefits in the costs/benefits comparison, which in turn forms the basis of a conclusion of 
whether the project is economically justified pursuant to Corps policies.   

There is also expressed concern that the Navigation Improvement Project and the development of Crude 
by Rail (CBR) are interconnected.  At the request of PGH as our non-Federal sponsor, the recommended 
deepening is limited to the 1986 legislatively authorized depth of -38’ MLLW.  No new Congressional 
authorization is being sought.  It may appear at a superficial level to be more than a coincidence that 
CBR terminal development proposals are being brought forward at the same time that the study of the 
channel deepening proposal is being concluded.  However, the intersection of these two unrelated 
efforts is the consequence of market forces and economic recovery driving proposals for CBR 
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development, at the same time that a study of implementation of a long-authorized two-foot increment 
in channel depth comes to independent fruition.  The independence is more readily apparent when one 
takes into account the timeline of events that has led us to this point.  The PGH requested in 2005 that 
the Corps reevaluate deepening the channel to the legislatively authorized depth of -38 ft MLLW.  As 
noted in LRR Section 1.2, Northwestern Division, Corps of Engineers (NWD) approved a reconnaissance 
report in 2009 that concluded there is a Federal interest in reevaluating deepening the Grays Harbor 
navigation channel. The deepening reevaluation feasibility study was initiated in 2009, as noted in LRR 
Section 1.1 (Purpose and Scope of Limited Reevaluation), so the study process was underway before 
CBR was being formally considered as a commodity to be moved at this Port. 

Concern has also been expressed that implementation of the two-foot deepening proposal would 
facilitate the development of CBR capability at PGH.  The deepening project would generate efficiencies 
for all vessels utilizing the PGH, regardless of the commodity each carries.  Vessels calling at the PGH are 
projected to benefit from the deepening—even those not now directly constrained by draft—due to the 
reduction in traffic congestion and the longer tidal window.  The vessels that most benefit from 
deepening are the bulk agriculture vessels whose draft when fully loaded averages -39 feet.  The fleet of 
vessels expected to carry crude petroleum exports has a maximum vessel depth, fully loaded, of 
between-35 and -36 feet, and this draft parameter was therefore considered to be a part of future 
conditions for the Port with or without the deepening project.  That is to say that the crude-carrying 
vessels expected to utilize the PGH would have the same draft with and without the proposed 
deepening.  The current deepening project would not make possible the entry of any new class of crude 
export vessels as they can presently enter under the existing conditions (-36 MLLW).   

There is also concern over projected vessel traffic increase beyond the approximately 51 vessel transits 
per year noted in the SEIS.  The change in number of annual vessel calls noted in the study documents is 
the difference between the future without-project condition (i.e. no Federal deepening is implemented) 
and the future with-project condition (that is, deepening to -38 feet).  Under the economic analysis 
conducted in the LRR, the actual number of CBR vessels is expected to be reduced due to the moderate 
efficiencies realized by deepening the channel.  The vessel projections were derived through a tonnage 
forecast and growth rates taken from 2009 Marine Cargo Forecast prepared for the Washington Public 
Ports Association and Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).  The Port will see a 
general increase in vessel traffic, consistent with current growth patterns, regardless of implementation 
of a deepening project: note that the present number of annual vessel calls is expected to increase once 
the project is fully implemented, but the change in annual vessel calls attributable to the project 
(reflected in a comparison between the future with-project condition and the future without-project 
condition) is actually much smaller.  In fact, due to efficiencies generated by implementation of a 
deepened channel, the number of total vessel calls is expected to drop from 400 (under the future 
without-project condition) to 377 (under the future with-project condition).  This is documented in 
Section 5 of the LRR Appendix A (Economics) which describes the future with-project and future 
without project vessel movements. 

The reader will note a distinction between the number of vessels expected to traverse the channel, as 
reflected in the SEIS vice the figures reflected in the LRR and Appendix A (Economics).  This distinction 
is deliberate.  The most likely growth rates reflected in the WSDOT report were used to develop the 
economic modeling (Economic Appendix to the LRR) and are used throughout the LRR so as to be 
conservative in the commodity forecast for the PGH.  As a result, the projection of expected economic 
benefits of project implementation are not inflated or overstated in the LRR.  In the SEIS, on the other 
hand, optimistic growth rates, although unlikely, in commodities were applied to form a basis for 
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projection of the potential environmental impacts associated with this project.  This analysis resulted in 
a projected increase of 51 vessel calls per year attributable to the two-foot deepening.  The economically 
optimistic “high growth” figures therefore reflect an environmentally conservative evaluation, because 
by premising a larger number of vessel calls a greater extent and intensity of potential environmental 
impacts is acknowledged and assessed in the SEIS. 

The Corps Civil Works Program does not make choices on how, when, or in what manner a Port, 
specifically the PGH, expands or facilitates growth.  To the extent that the regulatory jurisdiction of the 
Corps is triggered, there will be a separate Corps regulatory permitting decision that is yet to be made 
with respect to any terminal expansion to accommodate CBR.  

 This master response applies to the following individual comments: 
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 11-1  11-29 

 19-1  19-3 
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1.5 Public Meeting Comments 
1.5.1 Comments Received at the February 27, 2014, Public 

Meeting—Public Meeting Transcript 
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Public Meeting Transcript—Continued  
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Public Meeting Transcript—Continued  
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Public Meeting Transcript—Continued  
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Public Meeting Transcript—Continued  
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Public Meeting Transcript—Continued  
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Public Meeting Transcript—Continued  
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Public Meeting Transcript—Continued  
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1.5.1.1 Responses to Public Meeting Transcript 

Response to Comment PM1-1 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment PM1-2 

See Master Response 1.  The increment of deepening is two feet, from -36 feet to -38 feet MLLW.  The 
advance maintenance dredging authority and overdepth allowance apply at both the -36 and -38-foot 
depths. 

Response to Comment PM2-1 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment PM2-2 

Appendix B, section 6 describes various sea level change scenarios forecasted for Grays Harbor in the 
next 50 years.  These forecasts estimate sea level could rise between 0.2 feet and 2 feet by 2065.  The 
greatest effect of sea level rise on navigation is changes to geomorphology within the harbor.  Tidal Flats 
will be inundated and changes to the tidal hydraulics may occur.   Sea level rise coupled with the lack of 
sediment reaching Damon Point could result in the eventual breach and formation of new channel into 
North Bay.  If the new channel were to grow and persist this would likely result in significant 
morphological change near the inlet throat between Damon Point and Point Chehalis.  As reflected in 
SEIS section 4.11, the proposed action is expected to make a negligible contribution to sea level rise. 

Response to Comment PM2-3 

Changes in sediment transport associated with the deepening project are expected to occur locally 
within the channel itself.  A deeper channel will allow additional sediment to be captured within the 
channel versus passing over the channel.  These effects are anticipated and accounted for in the required 
future O&M requirements of the channel.  However, regarding system wide changes to sediment 
transport, the increase in the tidal prism (<0.5%) associated with the project is very small, and this is 
unlikely to create any significant changes in circulation controlling sediment transport within the inner 
harbor.   

Response to Comment PM3-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment PM4-1 

Comment noted. The Corps extended the end of the public review and comment period for the Draft LRR 
and Draft SEIS from March 24, 2014 to April 8, 2014 for a total of approximately 60 days, as announced 
in a press release on the Seattle District web site (dated March 13, 2014) and in the Federal Register on 
March 21, 2014. 
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1.5.2 Public Meeting Comment Form 1—Michael Cenci 
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Public Meeting Comment Form 1—Continued 
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1.5.2.1 Responses to Comment Form 1 

Response to Comment F1-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment F1-2 

Comment noted.  The purpose and need for the proposed action is to increase the navigational 
efficiencies for the present and projected future traffic of deep draft vessels, thus reducing the 
impacts of light-loading and tidal delays. 

Response to Comment F1-3 

Comment noted. Congress authorized a channel depth of -38 ft MLLW for the reaches that are the 
focus of this study. Depths below -38 ft and other additional features are outside the scope of this 
study and would require new Congressional authorization.  
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1.5.3 Public Meeting Comment Form 2—Kim Figlar-Barnes 
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Public Meeting Comment Form 2—Continued  
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1.5.3.1 Responses to Comment Form 2 

Response to Comment F2-1 

Juvenile Pacific Coast chum, Southwest Washington coho, Washington Coast Chinook, Washington Coast 
steelhead, and coastal cutthroat trout may use the nearshore and intertidal habitat in Grays Harbor. 
These five species occupy similar habitats in their juvenile stage. 

Dredging operations would occur from early summer to late winter. Dredging would occur away from 
the nearshore and intertidal areas where juveniles of these five salmonid species are found and during 
periods when juveniles of these species are least likely to be present. Thus, entrainment of juvenile 
salmonids is not typically a concern. Although there may be some localized water quality degradation 
(e.g., elevated turbidity and reduced dissolved oxygen) in and around the navigation channel and 
dredged material placement sites, these effects would not extend to habitat used extensively by these 
juvenile salmonid species and would not occur during time periods when they are likely to be present.  
In addition, the project would adhere to Washington Department of Ecology water quality standards 
during dredging and disposal operations. 

A number of studies at the Port of Tacoma, Port of Seattle, and other locations within urban 
environments have examined the recolonization of disturbed sediments by benthic invertebrates that 
serve as an important prey resource for juvenile salmonids (Hiss et al. 1990; Jones & Stokes Associates, 
Inc. 1990a, 1990b, 1995; Nakayama et al. 2005). The results indicate that recolonization is rapid and 
that substantial densities of prey are available within a short period (within months) of substrate 
disturbance.  

During their migration from the open ocean to freshwater spawning grounds, adult salmonids may be 
exposed to dredging and placement of dredged material and localized effects on water quality. However, 
such effects are considered to be temporary, inconsequential, and short-lived due to the localized nature 
of effects on water quality and the ability of the adult salmon to quickly change direction to avoid such 
areas, and impacts to salmonids is expected to be minor. 

Response to Comment F2-2 

Deeper channels will trap a minor increment of additional sediments, and additional O&M dredging is 
projected to be required, particularly in the years following construction.  Approximately 107,000 cubic 
yard of additional maintenance dredging per year is assumed to be required as a result of the preferred 
alternative (See Appendix B, Table 9). 
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1.6 Individual Comments and Responses  
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1.6.1 Comment Letter 1—Brady Engvall, Private Citizen, 
Shellfish Farmer, Retired, No date 
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Comment Letter 1—Continued   
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Comment Letter 1—Continued  
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1.6.1.1 Responses to Comment Letter 1 

Response to Comment 1-1 

See Master Response 1 

Response to Comment 1-2 

See Master Response 1 

Response to Comment 1-3 

See Master Response 1 

Response to Comment 1-4 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 1-5 

Baseline studies on sediment transport pathways in Grays Harbor have been performed (see Demirbilek 
et al. 2010; Hayter et al 2012). The model domain included the entire Grays Harbor estuary and 
computed sediment transport due to wave and currents. The results of this study show an ebb 
dominated sediment transport rate through the inlet throat.  This is consistent with the geomorphology 
interpretation by Kraus and Arden (2003) and Osborne (2003). 

The Corps actively monitors harbor morphology.  The Corps hydrosurvey unit performs annual 
bathymetric condition surveys of the entire outer harbor from the outer bar to the South Reach to 
monitor geomorphologic changes such as sand wave and shoal migration.  Additionally the Corps 
performs detailed topographic and bathymetric LiDAR surveys on a 4 to 5 year cycle to monitor 
geomorphology along the U.S. Coast.  as part of the National Coastal Mapping Program. 
(http://shoals.sam.usace.army.mil/Mapping.aspx).   

 

Response to Comment 1-6 

The long term management study focuses on the area of the South Jetty, and assesses the impacts of 
multiple alternatives on the geomorphology in the outer harbor including Whitcomb Flats.  The analysis 
utilized findings from the Demirbilek et al. 2010 and Hayter et al. 2012 studies as well as physical survey 
data to evaluate each alternatives.  Alternatives were then screened based on their ability to meet 
multiple criteria including engineering, cost, environmental, and public acceptance.  In general 
alternatives which were more adaptable to future uncertainties performed more favorably.  The long 
term management study documentation has not been concluded at this time.  

Response to Comment 1-7 

The marine resources sector is not generally a benefit that is used to justify a deep draft navigation 
project.  The types of benefits that are used to justify a deep draft project are things associated with the 
cost to transport goods from one port to the next.   
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Response to Comment 1-8 

Comment noted. 
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1.6.2 Comment Letter 2—Bill Monohan, Pacific Resource Unit 
Leader, Rayonier U.S. Forest Resources, March 11, 2014 
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1.6.2.1 Responses to Comment Letter 2 

Response to Comment 2-1 

Comment noted.  
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1.6.3 Comment Letter 3—Stanley Gabara, Executive Vice 
President, Pasha Automotive Services, March 13, 2014 
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1.6.3.1 Responses to Comment Letter 3 

Response to Comment 3-1 

Comment noted.  
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1.6.4 Comment Letter 4—Allison O’Brien, Regional 
Environmental Officer, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
March 13, 2014  
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1.6.4.1 Responses to Comment Letter 4 

Response to Comment 4-1 

Comment noted.   

 

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

52 
 

1.6.5 Comment Letter 5—John Plaza, President and CEO, 
Imperium Renewables, Inc., March 13, 2014 
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1.6.5.1 Responses to Comment Letter 5 

Response to Comment 5-1 

Comment noted.  
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1.6.6 Comment Letter 6— Gary S. Lewis, Chief Commercial 
Officer, Westway Terminal Co., March 15, 2014 
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Comment Letter 6—Continued  
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1.6.6.1 Responses to Comment Letter 6 

Response to Comment 6-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 6-2 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 6-3 

The project seeks to improve efficiency of the existing vessel fleet.  It should be noted that the deepening 
project seeks to increase existing vessel cargo capacity and reduce tidal delays.  Two additional feet of 
channel deepening is not sufficient to bring a new larger class of vessels to the project..  

Response to Comment 6-4 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 6-5 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 6-6 

Comment noted.  
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1.6.7 Comment Letter 7 —Vicki Cummings, Grays Harbor 
Council of Governments, March 21, 2014 
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1.6.7.1 Responses to Comment Letter 7 

Response to Comment 7-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 7-2 

Comment noted. The scope of this study included evaluating the legislatively authorized channel depth 
of -38 ft MLLW. 

Response to Comment 7-3 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 7-4 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 7-5 

Comment noted.  
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1.6.8 Comment Letter 8 —Vicki Cummings, Jobs Team Grays 
Harbor, March 21, 2014 
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1.6.8.1 Responses to Comment Letter 8 

Response to Comment 8-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 8-2 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 8-3 

Comment noted.  The proposed action is not intended or expected to facilitate growth in CBR exports, 
but is intended to reduce transportation costs for the present and future projected traffic of deep draft 
vessels and improve navigation reliability and safety. 
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1.6.9 Comment Letter 9 —Craig Zora, Private Citizen,  
March 22, 2014 
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1.6.9.1 Responses to Comment Letter 9 

Response to Comment 9-1 

The Dungeness crab monitoring reports from 2006 and 2007 posted to the Seattle District web page are 
the reports posted in the form the Corps received from the contractor, and should be considered as final.  

Response to Comment 9-2 

Dungeness crab populations in and near Grays Harbor (to include the entire harbor and nearshore areas 
to the north and south of the harbor entrance) were estimated from trawling surveys conducted from 
1980 through 1981(Stevens and Armstrong 1984), and 1983 through 1986 (Armstrong et al. 1987).  
The 1980’s trawling covered was conducted by University of Washington (UW) under the Sea Grant 
program.  The Corps is not aware of any plans the UW may have to conduct further sampling in and 
around Grays Harbor.   The Corps conducted limited trawling 1996 through 1999 (Striplin 
Environmental 2000), but this was limited to just the outer harbor reaches.     

Response to Comment 9-3 

Section 4.4.3.6 of the SEIS summarizes the crab mitigation program and discusses the formation of the 
Crab Working Group and development of the Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement.   

Response to Comment 9-4 

The Dredge Impact Model (DIM) is a published, peer reviewed document prepared by the University of 
Washington School of Fisheries.  While a portion of the model development was funded through the 
Corps, other significant pieces were not, such as the Sea Grant-funded crab trawling population 
estimates. There are no currently planned updates to the DIM. Any updates would be coordinated 
through the Crab Working Group. 

Response to Comment 9-5 

The 2012 Dungeness crab monitoring report does provide a brief summary of the mitigation efforts to 
date.  The summary table presented in the report (Figure 24)is an attempt to quantify and account for 
the mitigation efforts since 1990.  

Response to Comment 9-6 

The Dredge Impact Model (DIM) is a published, peer reviewed document prepared by the University Of 
Washington School Of Fisheries.  The Corps is not aware of any planned updates to the DIM nor does the 
Corps have plans to update the DIM since it is not a Corps-developed model.  The model utilized best 
available science at the time, and it is the working group’s agreed to model as reflected in the 1998 
Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement.  Crab population as reflected in the relatively stable 
harvest rates may indicate that the population has not changed significantly over the 30 plus years since 
the UW trawl estimates were conducted.     

Response to Comment 9-7 
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The Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement only requires mitigation in the form of oyster shell 
placement as needed to compensate for dredge impacts on crab populations.  The last shell placement 
was in 2006.  The goal of shell placement was to replace the number of adult crabs lost to the 
commercial fishery by replacement of a much larger number of juvenile crabs (to compensate for 
natural mortality of about 99%) which find refuge in shell plots.  Construction of intertidal juvenile 
habitat by depositing empty oyster shells on the surface of the mudflat was initiated in 1990 with the 
goal of increasing survival during the first summer of growth, and thereby compensate for dredging 
losses.  Shell placement occurred annually 1990-2000, except in 1993.  Shell placement continued for 
maintenance dredging, but less frequently, until 2006 (2003, 2006). Shell plots successfully protected 
juvenile crabs during their first four to six months of life, and produced crab densities in the oyster shell 
of up to 50 crabs/m2.  The Corps plans to implement the RCSMA and conduct additional mitigation 
activities as those obligations arise pursuant to the Agreement. 
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1.6.10 Comment Letter 10—Ken S. Berg, Manager, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife Office, 
March 24, 2014 
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

71 
 

Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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Comment Letter 10—Continued   
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1.6.10.1 Responses to Comment Letter 10 

Response to Comment 10-1 

The Corps welcomes further discussions on the Navigation Improvement project, within the schedule as 
presented in the SEIS.  The Corps met with the services on April 18, 2014 to further discuss their 
concerns.  

Response to Comment 10-2 

Comment noted. Formatting, captions, text references, page numbering, table of contents will be 
corrected in final SEIS. 

Response to Comment 10-3 

As indicated in the comment, the SEIS addresses both the potential indirect and cumulative effects of the 
proposed action, as well as the direct impacts.  Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
described in the cumulative effects analysis include the Port of Grays Harbor maintenance dredging, 
proposed Port of Grays Harbor terminal expansions, Point Chehalis revetment maintenance project, 
Grays Harbor long-term management strategy, Washington State Department of Transportation 
(WSDOT) SR 520 Pontoon Casting Basin dredging, and other in water work and over-water structures 
which are proposed in Grays Harbor. Collectively, these actions could have cumulative effects on several 
resource areas, including, but not limited to, marine transportation, benthic invertebrates, fish and 
wildlife, water quality, noise, air pollution, and GHG emissions.  The proposed action’s contribution to 
these cumulative effects is expected to be minor, primarily because effects associated with the proposed 
action would occur in the same physical and spatial context as during annual maintenance dredging 
under baseline conditions. Additionally, the intensity of the anticipated effects would be of similar 
magnitude as the effects that currently occur under the baseline. 

Response to Comment 10-4 

It is anticipated that the Port will experience future economic growth regardless of the implementation 
of the proposed action – that is, under the no-action alternative.  It is not certain that the project itself 
would proximately cause any growth, over and above that manifested under the without-project 
conditions of Alternative 1. No tailored model with a regional focus exists to address this issue.  The 
effects analysis in the SEIS adopts a conservative approach, in light of this uncertainty.  To reduce the 
likelihood that the effects of the proposed action are understated, the SEIS utilizes the “high,” or 
greatest, economic growth projections of the 2009 Marine Cargo Forecast prepared for the Washington 
Public Ports Association and Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).  The largest 
amount of growth, generally speaking, will exert the greatest loads on the natural environment, and thus 
reflects a conservative estimate of future environmental effects.  (Note that the economic benefits 
analysis in the LRR takes a different approach – a “moderate” economic growth projection is applied, to 
reduce the likelihood of artificially inflating the economic benefits of the proposed action.)  The 
consequence for purposes of the SEIS’s environmental analysis is that the number of annual vessel calls 
is expected to moderately increase, as compared with the no-action alternative.  (On the other hand, the 
LRR projects that the number of annual vessel calls under the recommended deepening plan will slightly 
decrease as compared with the future without-project condition, as a result of navigation efficiencies 
generated by the -38-foot channel under a “moderate” growth scenario.)   See section 4.0 in the SEIS.  
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The SEIS projects a difference of 51 more annual vessel calls under Alternative 3 as compared to the no-
action alternative.  Of note is the increase of 51 vessels is less than one more vessel per week over the 
life of the project and is an increase in vessel traffic of less than 13% per year. 

The application of a “high” economic growth estimate – the largest degree of growth projected – in the 
environmental effects analysis provides a rational basis for the evaluation of the impacts of Alternative 3 
on the natural environment.   

The referenced statement at section 4.2.5.4 of the Draft SEIS inadvertently retained an isolated 
misstatement that the number of vessels would not increase under Alternative 3 as compared with 
Alternative 1.  That statement has been corrected. 

Response to Comment 10-5 

The number of deep draft vessels calling the Port of Grays Harbor was based on the existing fleet, the 
commodity forecast, and the expected economic conditions in the future.  When these are all taken into 
account and then input into the Harborsym modeling and further developed with the Bulk Loader Tool, 
a vessel fleet that is capable of handling the predicted tonnages is developed.  The Corps feels that the 
predicted number of deep draft vessels calling the Port of Grays Harbor in the future documented in the 
SEIS reflects a rational approach to conservatively projecting the nature and extent of environmental 
effects.  The analysis of shoreline erosion effects of the incremental number of vessel transits projected 
under Alternative 3 is found at SEIS section 4.2.5.4. 

Response to Comment 10-6 
 

 The general topic of the Corps’ approach to the cumulative effects analysis is addressed in Response to 
Comment 10-3, above.  The general topic of whether implementation of the preferred alternative may 
facilitate greater numbers of tanker vessel transits than would otherwise be projected under the no-
action alternative is addressed at Master Response 3.  

Response to Comment 10-7 

Conversion of one or more POGH terminals to accommodate CBR exports fall outside the proposed 
action, and outside the scope of the Corps’ navigation program, generally.  To the extent that any 
terminal conversion process would entail activities falling within the jurisdiction of the Department of 
the Army, such an authorization would be considered under the Corps’ regulatory program in distinct 
proceedings, and the environmental impacts of those jurisdictional activities would be separately 
addressed. 

Response to Comment 10-8 

See Master Response 3.  The Corps did not participate in the development of any environmental or 
economic analysis associated with state permits for terminal development at the POGH, nor did it 
participate in the cited administrative proceedings before the Washington Shoreline Hearings Board.  
The Corps’ analysis of the number of vessel calls reflects a comparison between projections of future 
circumstances under the no-action alternative and projections of future circumstances under 
Alternative 3.  The projections of future vessel transit take an environmentally conservative approach in 
the SEIS, and an economically conservative approach in the LRR.  For Corps economic modeling, the 
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number of vessels used to move the tonnage expected for CBR was found by determining the most likely 
vessel size and type that would be used to move the petroleum and running it through a bulk loader tool 
that calculates the appropriate number of vessels needed to move said tonnage.  This modeling is 
described in Section 6.2 of Appendix A (Economics).  See Response to Comment 10-4.   

Response to Comment 10-9 
Cumulative effects to include past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, and 
evaluation of the incremental effects of the proposed action are discussed in Chapter 6 of the SEIS.  

The analysis of future projected vessel calls compares the expectations under implementation of the 
preferred alternative with projections of future baseline conditions under the no-action alternative.  See 
Response to Comment 10-4.  The Corps met with the commenting agency to explore their specific 
concerns on April 18, 2014.  The proposed deepening isn’t expected to facilitate the introduction of 
these commodities to the Port of Grays Harbor.   Crude is expected to arrive and utilize the Port of Grays 
Harbor regardless of the outcome of this project.  In addition, the independent project would have its 
own public comment period or other means that would be the appropriate time to voice concerns about 
the independent project.  

Response to Comment 10-10 

A decision to “site” CBR facilities is outside the scope of this proposed action.  See Response to Comment 
10-7. 

Response to Comment 10-11 

The most feasible upland placement location, from the perspective of the project’s costs of 
transportation and placement, , is the former Hoquiam waste water treatment plant (WWTP) lagoon. 
This is also the preferred site from the perspective of the POGH which is responsible for providing the 
real estate interests necessary to the project, including for dredged material placement locations.  This 
siting alternative is also consistent with environmental and engineering requirements, the standard 
under the Corps’ applicable implementation regulations at 33 CFR 335.4.  The Hoquiam WWTP site is in 
close proximity to the location of the unsuitable material to be dredged from the Cow Point Reach, so 
minimal barging would be required.  An offload site for the barge is located within a quarter mile of the 
lagoon, further minimizing transportation cost. The barge will be lined with a geotextile fabric prior to 
loading to avoid leakage of material during the dredging process.  A sump pump coupled with a 
geofabric bag attached to the discharge pipe will be used to dewater the barge prior to offloading to 
trucks with land based excavators or front end loaders for transport to the former Hoquiam WWTP 
lagoon. Land use for the upland disposal site includes foreseeable future development regardless of 
whether it is used for the placement of unsuitable material from the deepening action or not.  The 
material would be confined to a small portion (approximately 3.4 acres) of the no longer utilized 
southern portion of the WWTP lagoon, and the existing treatment plant will continue to operate.  The 
small area of fill (as depicted in Figure 10) from Cow Point Reach (DMMU 32a) is of similar 
characteristics of the material currently found at the site, and would not alter current use of the area by 
birds, and would not represent any adverse impacts to area bird species.   This option represents the 
most cost-effective method for upland placement of the dredge material consistent with environmental 
and engineering requirements, as well as providing an incidental benefit of achieving local plans to fill 
the no-longer-utilized site. Placement of the unsuitable material at an upland site would permanently 
remove this material from the aquatic environment. The 22,400 cubic yards of material represents less 
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than 1% of the more than 4 million cubic yards of material that would be dredged in the construction 
year of this project.  Three additional sites on the Port of Grays Harbor property were also considered 
(Terminal 3 uplands, Industrial Development District #1, and Slip 1). The material determined 
unsuitable for open water disposal underwent extensive testing, consisting of three rounds of chemical 
analysis and bioassays. The material is not classified as a hazardous waste under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRCA).   The effects of placement at any of the alternative sites are 
anticipated to be similar to the effects of placement at the former Hoquiam WWTP site.   

Response to Comment 10-12 

Appropriate interagency coordination with respect to this proposed deepening action has taken place.  
The independent projects proposed by applicants for permits to convert terminals at POGH to 
accommodate CBR exports are outside scope of this project. See also Response to Comment 10-7. 

Response to Comment 10-13 

See Response to Comment 10-10. 

Response to Comment 10-14 

The planning objective, consistent with the proposed action’s purpose and need, is:  to deepen the 
navigation channel is to reduce navigation transportation costs for the existing and projected future 
traffic of deep-draft vessels, and improve efficiency and reliability of navigation to and from Grays 
Harbor over the 50-year period of analysis as feasible and economically justified, within the parameters 
of the navigation channel as legislatively authorized.  The SEIS has established a reasonable range of 
alternatives to meet this purpose and need, and concludes that Alternative 3 best meets that purpose 
and need.  In addition to the two alternatives for dredging within the parameters of the legislative 
authorization, the Corps did consider other alternatives as discussed in Section 2.6 of the SEIS; including 
discontinuation of maintenance dredging, dredging beyond -38 feet MLLW, and conducting a major 
realignment of the navigation channel.  Ultimately, the other alternatives were eliminated from detailed 
analysis because they did not meet the proposed action’s purpose and need or were not technically 
feasible.   

Response to Comment 10-15 

The Corps met with the commenting agency on April 18, 2014 to discuss their remarks in greater detail.  
The Corps looks forward to continued coordination with USFWS and all stakeholders on the Navigation 
Improvement Project as well as other Grays Harbor projects.  

Response to Comment 10-16 

As articulated in the SEIS the Corps would continue to follow the Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy 
Agreement (RCMSA), of which USFWS is a signatory, to account for and address crab losses attributable 
to Corps dredging.  The RCMSA was originally developed with the intent of providing a framework for 
quantifying impacts to Dungeness crab from Corps dredging in Grays Harbor, and mitigation strategies 
for compensating identified crab impacts.  In the spring of 2012, the USFWS and other signatory 
agencies were invited to participate on a Grays Harbor RCMSA interagency working group to reevaluate 
the 1998 RCMSA with the goal of more accurately addressing current knowledge on Dungeness crab and 
dredging impacts.  To date the working group has discussed issues related to several crab mitigation 
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strategies, including convening a panel of subject matter experts consisting of agency and noted 
academic professionals in the field of crab research.  Initially, the USFWS actively participated in the 
working group, but eventually chose to curtail participation.  The group continues to meet periodically 
to discuss the merits of updating the crab mitigation strategy in a manner that is scientifically sound and 
economically feasible 

Response to Comment 10-17 

See Response to Comment 10-11.    

Response to Comment 10-18 

Agreed.  This was a typographical error in the draft SEIS and is corrected in the Final SEIS document. 

Response to Comment 10-19 

Agreed.  This was a typographical error in the draft SEIS and is corrected in the Final SEIS document. 

Response to Comment 10-20 

Agreed.  The location of the refuge is now accurately characterized in the Final SEIS document.  See also 
Response to Comment 10-11. 

Response to Comment 10-21 

Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative and as such consists of the current practice of maintaining the 
channel at -36 feet mean lower low water.  This alternative was evaluated in depth in the Fiscal Years 
2012 through 2018 Maintenance Dredging and Disposal, Grays Harbor and Chehalis River Navigation 
Project Environmental Assessment, dated September 2011 which concluded with a Finding of No 
Significant Impact.  The impacts to sturgeon, lampreys, salmonids, marine mammals, reptiles and birds 
are identified in the SEIS document as minor under Alternative 1.  The channel footprint does not 
change under Alternative 3, and the placement sites are the same except for the shifted Point Chehalis 
site during the construction year, and the upland site utilized for unsuitable material.  The primary 
changes under Alternative 3, during both the construction year and subsequent maintenance episodes, 
are increased dredge volume and duration.  Increasing the volume dredged within the same surface 
footprint would likely represent very similar impacts, as the impacts to most fish and wildlife species 
would be realized within the first 6 to twelve inches of the substrate.  Prey species important to some of 
the fish and wildlife in the area are generally within this upper portion of the substrate (first 6 to 12 
inches).  The duration of the work would increase and an additional clamshell dredge would be utilized 
during the construction year under Alternative 3, however this would still be within the existing 
approved work windows utilized under Alternative 1 and evaluated for impacts under the 2011 
Environmental Assessment. Annual maintenance dredging following the deepening year would increase 
by an estimated 107,000 cubic yards, and work duration would increase by approximately 9 days based 
on historical production rates.  Turbidity as measured by a single lift of the dredge would not be 
appreciably exacerbated, as the turbidity impacts are not cumulative and each lift of the clamshell 
dredge bucket would still be subject to the same turbidity standards.  This leads the Corps to conclude 
that the impacts to fish and wildlife would be similar under Alternatives 1 and 3. 

Response to Comment 10-22 
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The location of streaked horned lark nesting is accurately characterized in the Final SEIS document. 

Response to Comment 10-23 

Port operations are outside the scope of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed action.  As 
reflected in the SEIS, implementation of Alternative 3 is projected to add an increment of 51 vessel 
transits per year, as compared with the baseline conditions of the no-action alternative, or fewer than 
one extra transit per week.  As detailed in SEIS section 4.2.5.4., the effects of shoreline erosion due to 
ship wake impacts attributable to implementation of the proposed action is expected to be minor.  See 
also the response to comment 11-5. 

Response to Comment 10-24 

The overall sand/sediment budget for Grays Harbor and the southwest coast of Washington is 
largely determined by the movement of sediment out of the mouth of the Columbia River. The 
environmental effects of the existence of navigation channel – as well as the other structures and 
facilities comprising the Grays Harbor Federal navigation project – are encompassed within the 
environmental baseline and the no action alternative.  The evaluation of the direct and indirect 
effects of the proposed action is bounded by the increment by which the effects under the 
preferred alternative exceed the projected effects of the no-action alternative.  The difference in 
morphological effects between the two is minor, as reflected in Section 4.2 of the SEIS. 

Response to Comment 10-25 

The Corps has actively sought participation in the planning process for this project starting in early 
2012.  The Corps provided funding for the USFWS to prepare a Planning Aid letter (PAL) and a Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act report in May 2012, and a PAL was received 7 June 2013, and the FWCA 
Report was received May 2014.  Several meetings were held over the course of the planning phase for 
this project including a public meeting in Aberdeen in December 2011, and  again in February of this 
year upon public release of the draft SEIS.  The RCSMA working group has met specifically for this 
project six times since summer 2012. While USFWS actively participated in the RCSMA working group 
initially, they eventually chose to curtail participation.  The Corps has also met multiple times at the staff 
level with the Quinault Indian Nation on this project as well as on regular maintenance dredging at 
Grays Harbor.  In addition, the project has been briefed several times at the Corps’ Semi Annual Dredge 
meetings with the natural resource agencies and Tribes.  Continued participation of the USFWS and 
other affected stakeholders is invited and encouraged in this important endeavor.  The Corps also met 
with the commenting agency on April 18, 2014 to discuss their remarks in greater detail.   
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1.6.11 Comment Letter 11—Arthur (R. D.) Grunbaum, President, 
Friends of Grays Harbor, March 27, 2014 
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Comment Letter 11—Continued  
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Comment Letter 11—Continued  
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Comment Letter 11—Continued  
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Comment Letter 11—Continued  
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1.6.11.1 Responses to Comment Letter 11 

Response to Comment 11-1 

The purpose of the proposed alternative is to deepen the navigation channel to reduce navigation 
transportation costs for the existing and projected future traffic of deep-draft vessels, and improve 
efficiency and reliability of navigation to and from Grays Harbor over the 50-year period of analysis as 
feasible and economically justified, within the parameters of the navigation channel as legislatively 
authorized.   Larger vessels are not projected to call at POGH under Alternative 3, as compared with the 
future no-action alternative condition.  Please also see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 11-2 

The Corps welcomes your comments on the Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement Project.  The 
comments referenced from Mr. Engvall, Mr. Martin, the Quinault Nation, and US Fish and Widlife Service 
are addressed separately in response to these commenters’ respective letters. 

Response to Comment 11-3 

This project would benefit all tenants at the Port of Grays Harbor, as well as the local and national 
economy.  As one example, even vessels not directly affected by channel depth considerations will 
benefit from the reduced port congestion that presently results from delays of vessels that are presently 
depth-restricted.  The purpose of the proposed action is expressed at SEIS Section 1.3. 

Response to Comment 11-4 

The types of benefits that are used to justify a deep draft project are things associated with the cost to 
transport goods from one port to the next.   

Response to Comment 11-5 

Channel realignment is not part of the proposed action.  Realignment slated for completion in 2014 is 
encompassed within the no-action alternative. 

Vessel waves decay exponentially in height with distance from the sailing line.  The effects on shoreline 
dynamics were analyzed by computing the wave height at various distances from the sailing line.  
Assuming the design vessel travelling at 6 knots in the inner harbor reaches, the wave height is 
computed following the relation given in Weggel and Sorenson (1986).  The empirical relation indicates 
the wave height would  decay to less than 0.1 feet in height at 300 feet from the sailing line.   

The vessel wake associated with the maximum vessel size was also computed and found to result in no 
significant change in the computed wave height (see figure below).  The proposed action is not projected 
to result in transiting vessels of greater size than those projected under the no-action alternative.  See 
SEIS Section 4.2.5.4 for a more detailed discussion of ship wake effects. 
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Response to Comment 11-6 

Scale has been enlarged and figures are each given a single page. 

Response to Comment 11-7 

Channel realignment is not part of the proposed action.  Realignment slated for completion in 2014 is 
encompassed within the no-action alternative.  Table 4.11-1 in the SEIS gives an estimate for 
greenhouse gas emissions, and addresses emissions from the projected increased vessel traffic for each 
of the deepening alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3).  Table 4.8-1 and section 4.4.5.2 address the air 
quality and underwater noise impacts, respectively, of the vessel transits projected under Alternative 3. 

Response to Comment 11-8 

The anticipated effects of implementation of Alternative 3 on the various pertinent elements of the 
aquatic ecosystem are evaluated throughout SEIS Chapter 4.  The Corps samples and tests sediments 
prior to any dredging activities to determine placement options and ensure that sediments meet DMMP 
criteria for open water placement. The results of this testing are detailed in the DMMP suitability 
determination for the proposed action. These results were used in this analysis to characterize the 
sediments that would be dredged under the proposed action and to describe placement of the dredged 
sediments, either at one of the designated aquatic dredged material placement sites or at an appropriate 
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upland location. Sediments of the outer harbor reaches (South Reach in this case) have typically been 
found to meet exclusionary criteria specified in the 40 CFR 230.60 regulations implementing the Clean 
Water Act, consisting mainly of coarse-grained material in a high-energy environment, geographically 
removed from sources of contamination. As such, these sediments require only confirmation of their 
exclusionary status (i.e., confirmation that they still meet criteria for open-water placement). In contrast, 
the inner harbor reaches require full sediment characterization, including characterization for chemical 
contamination, because the sediments in these reaches contain larger fractions of fine-grained sediment 
and are closer to historical sources of contamination.  

The February 2012 suitability determination concluded that all sediment that would be dredged under 
Alternative 3, with the exception of the 22,400 cubic yards of material from the Cow Point 32a subunit, 
is suitable for open-water placement. The sediment determined unsuitable for open-water placement 
showed elevated mortality in the sediment larval development test but did not exceed chemical 
thresholds for suitable sediment. 

The unsuitable material would be dredged and then removed to a suitable upland placement site. DMMU 
sub-unit 32a will be physically surveyed after construction, and a determination will be made at that 
time whether an additional round of testing is required of that sub-unit prior to any subsequent 
maintenance dredging episode in that sub-unit's footprint.  

Response to Comment 11-9 

Subadult and adult southern green sturgeon are known to regularly use Grays Harbor during the 
summer and early fall months (primarily May through October), indicating the potential for direct 
exposure to any effects of dredging and placement activities, and indirect effects resulting from impacts 
on benthic prey organisms. However, the nature of estuarine habitat used by this species suggests that 
the potential for direct exposure is somewhat limited.  The majority of Grays Harbor, specifically the 
areas outside the navigation channel, consists of shallow-water tidal flats with abundant green sturgeon 
prey resources. The strong preference for this habitat type during estuarine foraging suggests that green 
sturgeon in Grays Harbor would most commonly be found outside of the navigation channel and 
dredged material placement sites where the direct and indirect effects of maintenance dredging are 
concentrated.  Disturbance from dredging activities can result in a temporary reduction in the 
availability of prey organisms, but these effects of the proposed action are concentrated at depths 
greater than −33 feet MLLW that are less frequently used by foraging sturgeon in estuaries, and the 
duration and extent of these effects are limited relative to the amount of foraging habitat available.  
Although present in the action area, the overall potential effects from the proposed dredging and 
disposal activities on green sturgeon are expected to be negligible. 

Response to Comment 11-10 

The graph “2012 Port of  Grays Harbor Vessel Calls by Design Draft” (LRR Figure 11) is used to indicate 
the design drafts of vessels currently (2012) utilizing the Port of Grays Harbor and is solely for 
information purposes.   All deep draft vessels utilizing the Port of Grays Harbor would potentially 
benefit from the deepening despite any individualized draft restrictions, due to the reduction in 
traffic/congestion and the longer tidal window.   The vessels that would directly benefit, when 
accounting for under keel clearance ranging from 3.5-4.5 feet, would be those vessels with a design draft 
of approximately 32 feet or greater.  The proposed action is not intended to generate depths that fully 
accommodate the design drafts of the present or projected future deep-draft vessel traffic; the purpose 
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of the action is to increase transportation cost efficiencies for those vessels within the parameters of the 
legislatively authorized channel. 

Response to Comment 11-11 

The effects analysis focuses on a comparative evaluation of the effects of the no-action alternative as 
compared with the effects of the preferred alternative.  The no-action alternative reflects that the 
channel is presently maintained to -36 feet MLLW, plus two feet of authorized advance maintenance, 
plus two feet of allowable overdepth dredging.  The definitions and rationale behind these dimensions 
are explained at SEIS section 2.2.1.1.  The proposed action would dredge two feet deeper, to – 38 feet 
MLLW plus two feet of authorized advance maintenance, plus two feet of allowable overdepth dredging.  
The maximum allowable dredging depth is used to assess potential impacts as this represents the 
greatest extent of potential impact.  In practice, available funding and need dictate whether each 
segment of each reach is dredged to the authorized depth, and whether advanced maintenance dredging 
is performed.   

Response to Comment 11-12 

The depth provided by advanced maintenance provides a more reliable channel for existing vessel fleet 
between dredging cycles (typically 6 months to 1 year), because sediment begins accumulating in the 
Grays Harbor channel immediately following each dredging episode.  Allowable overdepth dredging is 
conducted at the discretion of the contractor, so there is no certainty that this additional two feet of 
dredging depth will be consistently accomplished each episode.  Overdepth and advanced maintenance 
dredging is presently performed in the channel during routine channel maintenance as needed.  The two 
feet of incremental channel depth is not sufficient for a new vessel class to call on the harbor, so the 
deepening proposed action is not projected to result in an increase in the size class of deep draft vessels 
calling at the POGH. 

Response to Comment 11-13 

See Master Response 2.      

Response to Comment 11-14 

See Master Response 1 and Response to Comment1-5. 

Response to Comment 11-15 

The design intent is still valid, meaning that the channel is able to accommodate the largest vessels 
which are projected to utilize the harbor on a frequent and continuing basis.  The justification for 
channel deepening is to capture a larger tidal window to transport commodities more efficiently.  The 
average departing vessels has a maximum draft of 40.5 feet according to the design consideration in 4.1 
but this maximum draft is not accounting for under-keel clearance which can range, depending on the 
type of vessel and commodity moved, from an additional 3.5 feet to 4.5 feet.  The additional 
clearance/depth is a margin of safety to adequately ensure safe movement. 

Response to Comment 11-16 
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Master Response 3 generally addresses concerns over CBR exports.  Implementation of the proposed 
action is not expected to induce additional tanker traffic in order to accommodate CBR exports, as 
compared with projected conditions under Alternative 1.   

Response to Comment 11-17 

Changes in currents and sediment transport associated with the deepening project are expected to occur 
locally near the channel.  A deeper channel will allow additional sediment to be captured within the 
channel versus passing over the channel.  These effects are anticipated and accounted for in the 
projected future maintenance dredging requirements of the channel.  However, regarding system-wide 
changes to sediment transport within Grays Harbor, the increase in the tidal prism (<0.5%) associated 
with the project is too small to create any significant changes in circulation controlling sediment 
transport within the inner harbor.  Channel realignment, which seeks to better align the channel 
position with natural physical processes by utilizing naturally deep regions in the channel thalweg, or 
channel straightening, are not part of this proposed action.   

Grays Harbor is a well mixed, high energy environment continuously affected by wind, wave, tide and 
strong currents.  Impacts from deepening the channel by two additional feet is not expected to change 
the complex interaction of those factors.  Because macroalgae do not occur near the navigation channel 
or at the dredged material placement sites, deepening the navigation channel to −38 feet MLLW under 
Alternative 3 would not result in direct or indirect impacts on these resources. Impacts to macrophytes 
are discussed in Section 4.3 of the SEIS.  Impacts on invertebrates, to include Dungeness crabs, are 
discussed in Section 4.4 of the SEIS.  Impacts to fish including federally listed fish species are discussed 
in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the SEIS. 

Response to Comment 11-18 

 See Response to Comment 11-4.   

Response to Comment 11-19 

See Response to Comment 11-5.   

Response to Comment 11-20 

Because the deepening project assumes that the channel is at -36 feet MLLW prior to any deepening 
occurring, annual maintenance dredging to -36 feet MLLW would be required to be performed in the 
same year as the deepening construction dredging. Deepening the navigation channel by an additional 2 
feet to -38 feet MLLW (Alternative 3) in the construction year would result in greater GHG emissions 
compared to Alternative 1 (baseline). Because deepening would use an additional clamshell dredge and 
tugboat to deepen the inner harbor reaches, the increase in emissions is related to increased equipment 
and duration of activities versus the initial channel deepening (i.e., 6 months of activity to dredge the 
inner harbor reaches under Alternative 3, compared to approximately 4.5 months of activity to dredge 
these same reaches under Alternative 1).  

Under Alternative 3, activities related to the initial channel deepening would represent an increase of 
1,359 metric tons of CO2 over baseline conditions (see Table 4.11-1 in the SEIS). The emissions impacts 
of an additional 51 transits are also evaluated.  The detailed discussion of the GHG emissions impacts of 
the proposed action is found at section 4.11.5.1. of the SEIS.   
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While subsequent maintenance dredging requirements would rise slightly (i.e. more volume would be 
required, or 107,000 cubic yards) under Alternative 3 the emissions associated with subsequent 
maintenance activities would have only a slight increase from Alternative 1, because these activities 
would have similar duration and use the same machinery.  

Under Alternative 3, activities associated with the initial channel deepening would add a minor 
increment to the contribution of maintenance dredging under baseline conditions to the total GHG 
atmospheric burden, but the quantity of emissions is a small fraction of all anthropogenic sources of 
GHGs.  

Response to Comment 11-21 

The Corps did consider other alternatives as discussed in Section 2.6 of the SEIS, including 
discontinuation of maintenance dredging, dredging beyond -38 feet MLLW, and conducting a major 
realignment of the navigation channel.  Ultimately, the other alternatives were eliminated from detailed 
analysis because they did not meet the purpose and need or were not technically feasible. 

Response to Comment 11-22 

 No wetlands or forests are affected by the Navigation Improvement Project. 

Response to Comment 11-23 

See Response to Comment 11-3.   

Response to Comment 11-24 

See Responses to Comment 11-10, 11-11.  

Response to Comment 11-25 

See Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment 11-26 

See Master Response 1 and response 1-5. 

Response to Comment 11-27 

Please see response to comment 11-15. 

Response to Comment 11-28 

See Response to Comment 11-17. 

Response to Comment 11-29 

Please see Master Response 3 and Response to Comment 11-1.. 
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1.6.12 Comment Letter 12—Chris Schaffer, Vice President, Ag 
Processing Inc., March 27, 2014 
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Comment Letter 12—Continued  

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

93 
 

1.6.12.1 Responses to Comment Letter 12 

Response to Comment 12-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 12-2 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 12-2 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 12-3 

Comment noted.  
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1.6.13 Comment Letter 13—Commissioner Stan Pinnick, 
President, Port of Grays Harbor Commission, April 2, 2014 
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Comment Letter 13—Continued  
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1.6.13.1 Responses to Comment Letter 13 

Response to Comment 13-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 13-2 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 13-3 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 13-4 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 13-5 

Comment noted.  
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1.6.14 Comment Letter 14—Mark Ballo, Farm Manager, Co-
Owner, Brady’s Oysters, Inc., April 6, 2014 
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Comment Letter 14—Continued  
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Comment Letter 14—Continued  
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Comment Letter 14—Continued  
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1.6.14.1 Responses to Comment Letter 14 

Response to Comment 14-1 

See Master Response 1.  The Corps has complied with the obligations applicable to a minor change in a 
long-standing navigation project, and has addressed the incremental impacts proximately caused by that 
change in the context of NEPA review through a supplemental EIS and an evaluation under Section 
404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act.  As required, the focus of the analysis is the effects proximately caused 
by the change in channel prism, as constructed and then maintained.  The effects attributable directly 
and indirectly to the two-foot deepening have been fully assessed in this SEIS. 

Response to Comment 14-2 

 The types of benefits that are used to justify a deep draft project are things associated with the cost to 
transport goods from one port to the next.   

Response to Comment 14-3 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 14-4 

Vessel waves decay exponentially in height with distance from the sailing line.  The effects on shoreline 
dynamics were analyzed by computing the wave height at various distances from the sailing line.  
Assuming the design vessel travelling at 6 knots in the inner harbor reaches, the wave height is 
computed following the relation given in Weggel and Sorenson (1986).  The empirical relation indicates 
the wave height would decay to less than 0.1 feet in height at 300 feet from the sailing line.   

The vessel wake associated with the maximum vessel size was also computed and found to result in no 
significant change in the computed wave height (see figure at Response to Comment 11-5).  The 
proposed action is not projected to result in transiting vessels of greater size than those projected under 
the no-action alternative.  See SEIS Section 4.2.5.4 for a more detailed discussion of ship wake effects. 

Response to Comment 14-5 

See Master Response 1 regarding mitigation and Response to Comment 14-4.  Sea level change presents 
a future uncertainty for operation and maintenance of the federal navigation project.  The Corps will 
utilize adaptive management techniques to minimize risk.  These include strategies such as beneficial 
use of dredged material and soft engineering solutions which are more adaptive to future uncertainties 
such as sea level change.   

Response to Comment 14-6 

The Corps has no data on historic Sturgeon abundance in Grays Harbor.  However, according to Lindley, 
et al. 2011 subadult and adult sturgeon are known to regularly use Grays Harbor during the summer and 
early fall months (primarily May through October).  Lindley, et al also, found that green sturgeon inhabit 
a number of estuarine and coastal sites over the summer, including Willapa Bay, and Grays Harbor.  This 
article can be found at: 
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http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/docs/electronic_tagging_of_green_sturgeon_reveals_popul
ation_structure_and_movement.pdf. 

Subadult and adult southern green sturgeon are known to regularly use Grays Harbor during the 
summer and early fall months (primarily May through October), indicating the potential for direct 
exposure to any effects of dredging and placement activities, and indirect effects resulting from impacts 
on benthic prey organisms. However, the nature of estuarine habitat used by this species suggests that 
the potential for direct exposure is somewhat limited.  The majority of Grays Harbor, specifically the 
areas outside the navigation channel, consists of shallow-water tidal flats with abundant green sturgeon 
prey resources. The strong preference for this habitat type during estuarine foraging suggests that green 
sturgeon in Grays Harbor would most commonly be found outside of the navigation channel and 
dredged material placement sites where the direct and indirect effects of maintenance dredging are 
concentrated.  Disturbance from dredging activities can result in a temporary reduction in the 
availability of prey organisms, but these effects of the proposed action are concentrated at depths 
greater than −33 feet MLLW that are less frequently used by foraging sturgeon in estuaries, and the 
duration and extent of these effects are limited relative to the amount of foraging habitat available.  
Although present in the action area, the overall potential effects from the proposed dredging and 
disposal activities on green sturgeon are expected to be negligible. 

Response to Comment 14-7 

See Master Response 2.  Section 4.4.3.6 of the SEIS summarizes the Corps crab mitigation program, and 
table 4.4-3 provides an accounting of crab impacted versus production since 1990.  

The Corps crab mitigation strategy is a multi-agency agreement that is intended to address dredging 
impacts on Grays Harbor Dungeness crab populations, and mitigate for estimated impacts.  This effort 
was initiated during the planning of the original navigation channel deepening project.  Table 4.4-3 gives 
an accounting of crab mitigation results.  The Corps efforts have produced more crab as measured by 
annual monitoring at oyster shell mitigation sites than have been impacted by dredging.   
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1.6.15 Comment Letter 15—Randy Dutton, CDR, SC, USNR-
Retired, Private Citizen, April 7, 2014 
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1.6.15.1 Responses to Comment Letter 15 

Response to Comment 15-1 

The deepening project would increase shipping and related efficiencies in Grays Harbor, especially as it 
relates to tide riding and light loading of vessels into and out of Grays Harbor.  While shipping is 
projected to increase in the area, increased efficiencies may reduce some aspects of vessel traffic in the 
Grays Harbor area.  A possible indirect effect of the increased efficiencies could very well be a reduction 
in vessel-generated air pollution.    

Response to Comment 15-2 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 15-3 

Comment noted. 
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1.6.16 Comment Letter 16—Arnie Martin, Private Citizen, April 7, 
2014 
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1.6.16.1 Responses to Comment Letter 16 

Response to Comment 16-1 

While shipping traffic is projected to increase in Grays Harbor with or without the Navigation 
Improvement Project, some of the efficiencies expected from the project, namely less tide riding and less 
light loading of vessels may improve this situation in the long run.  Ship speeds through the navigation 
channel and associated wakes are not expected to change in the navigation channel.    

Channel realignment is not part of the proposed action.  Realignment slated for completion in 2014 is 
encompassed within the no-action alternative. 

Vessel waves decay exponentially in height with distance from the sailing line.  The effects on shoreline 
dynamics were analyzed by computing the wave height at various distances from the sailing line.  
Assuming the design vessel travelling at 6 knots in the inner harbor reaches, the wave height is 
computed following the relation given in Weggel and Sorenson (1986).  The empirical relation indicates 
the wave height would decay to less than 0.1 feet in height at 300 feet from the sailing line.   

The vessel wake associated with the maximum vessel size was also computed and found to result in no 
significant change in the computed wave height (see figure at Response to Comment 11-5).  The 
proposed action is not projected to result in transiting vessels of greater size than those projected under 
the no-action alternative.  See SEIS Section 4.2.5.4 for a more detailed discussion of ship wake effects. 
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1.6.17 Comment Letter 17—Arnie Martin, Private Citizen, April 7, 
2014 

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

108 
 

1.6.17.1 Responses to Comment Letter 17 

Response to Comment 17-1 

Please see Master Response 3 and Response to Comment 11-10.  Although the commodity of CBR is 
expected to enter and utilize the Port of Grays Harbor by the baseline year of 2017, the Corps project is 
not contingent on the introduction of this commodity or the construction of petroleum infrastructure in 
the Port of Grays Harbor.  The economic justification looks at a comparison between the future without-
project condition and the future with-project condition, and as demonstrated through the LRR’s 
sensitivity analysis a positive benefit-to-cost ratio results regardless of whether CBR is included in both 
the future without-project condition and the future with-project condition, or is excluded from both. 
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1.6.18 Comment Letter 18—Keith Olson, Private Citizen, April 7, 
2014 

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

110 
 

1.6.18.1 Responses to Comment Letter 18 

Response to Comment 18-1 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 18-2 

Comment noted.  

Response to Comment 18-3 

The deepening project could increase shipping and related efficiencies in Grays Harbor, especially as it 
relates to tide riding and light loading of vessels into and out of Grays Harbor.  While the SEIS projects 
an increase in the number of vessel transits in the area under the proposed action, increased efficiencies 
may reduce some aspects of vessel traffic in the Grays Harbor area.  A possible indirect effect of the 
increased efficiencies could very well be a reduction in vessel-induced air pollution.     

Response to Comment 18-4 

Comment noted. 
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1.6.19 Comment Letter 19—David E. Ortman, Attorney-at-Law, 
Private Citizen, April 7, 2014 
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Comment Letter 19—Continued  
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Comment Letter 19—Continued  
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1.6.19.1 Responses to Comment Letter 19 

Response to Comment 19-1 

Deep draft traffic in the Port of Grays Harbor has experienced economic inefficiencies through tidal 
delays and the need for light-loading.  This purpose of the proposed action is to improve the efficiency 
and reliability of navigation to and from the Port of Grays Harbor.  The scope of analysis is limited to an 
evaluation of the proposed action to deepen the existing -36-foot channel to -38 feet MLLW.  The process 
that has been undertaken to find the recommended plan has been an open process as documented in the 
SEIS.  

Response to Comment 19-2 

Comment noted. The process for providing public comments was included in a press release (dated 
February 5, 2014) on the front page of the Seattle District web site, and in a follow up press release 
(dated March 13, 2014) also posted on the front page of the Seattle District web site announcing 
extension of the public comment period.  Notices were sent via email to the standard Corps mailing list 
and other parties that expressed project interest. Notices regarding the proposed action and the 
availability of its draft documentation were published in the Federal Register on February 7, 2014 and 
March 21, 2014.  A public meeting was held February 27, 2014 in Aberdeen, WA to accept public 
comments.  

Response to Comment 19-3 

The purpose and need for the proposed action is:  to deepen the navigation channel is to reduce 
navigation transportation costs for the existing and projected future traffic of deep-draft vessels, and 
improve efficiency and reliability of navigation to and from Grays Harbor over the 50-year period of 
analysis as feasible and economically justified, within the parameters of the navigation channel as 
legislatively authorized.   

Response to Comment 19-4 

The Crab Mitigation Work Group continues to meet periodically.  The working group has representatives 
from the Corps, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington Department of Ecology, Quinault Indian Nation, 
Environmental Protection Agency, and the Port of Grays Harbor.  The original intent of the working 
group was to facilitate an open discussion of various mitigation options in order to determine a best fit 
solution for crab mitigation for Corps dredging operations in Grays Harbor.  The existing Revised Crab 
Mitigation Strategy Agreement remains in effect.   

Response to Comment 19-5 

The last crab sampling was conducted by the Corps in the 2011 season, and documented in the 2012 
report.  This 2012 report was prepared by a consultant, and the quoted language reflects the 
consultant’s unsolicited recommendation to the Corps.  Results of previous sampling efforts 
demonstrated that the mitigation goals had been achieved for the original deepening project by 2004.  In 
addition, as discussed in Section 4.4.3.6 of the 2014 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, 
crab mitigation requirements for maintenance dredging has also been achieved. With the continuation 
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of operations and maintenance dredging at Grays Harbor the Corps will abide by its responsibilities 
under the existing Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement and will take further mitigation action 
when and as required by the RCMSA.    

Response to Comment 19-6 

Migratory birds and other prey of peregrine falcons are abundant in Grays Harbor.  Birds, including 
peregrine falcons may forage or loaf within open-water areas around the navigation channel, or use 
intertidal mudflats exposed during low-tide conditions that are within the limits of measurable noise 
effects. Although these birds may be exposed to noise from dredging activity that exceeds ambient 
conditions, noise from maintenance dredging is not sufficient to cause injury or behavioral alteration. 
Analysis of noise levels produced by dredging activity indicates that associated in-air and underwater 
noise levels are below the disturbance thresholds used by USFWS to establish harassment/injury levels 
for bird species, including federally threatened and endangered species.      

Response to Comment 19-7 

The Corps does not have the authority to manage or control land use practices upstream which affect 
sediment load in the Chehalis River Basin.  However, the Corps does actively adapt to conditions 
manifested in the harbor to minimize dredging demands and associated impacts on the environment 
associated with changes in sediment load and geomorphology.   One such example is channel 
realignment which aligns the federal navigation channel with the natural channel thalweg.  This utilizes 
the natural scouring ability of currents to keep the channel at depth rather than dredging areas which 
have higher probability of sedimentation.  

Response to Comment 19-8 

The SEIS fully evaluates the environmental impacts proximately caused by the projected deep draft 
marine traffic under Alternative 3, in comparison with the environmental baseline of effects generated 
by the projected traffic under the no-action alternative.  Please see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 19-9 

The commodity tonnages and mixes have changed since 1989.  The existing navigation channel depth 
was determined to be economically justified to -36 feet MLLW at that time.  Deepening to -38 feet can be 
justified in light of updated circumstances at the Port of Grays Harbor on the basis of a comparison 
between projections of future without-project economic conditions and future with-project conditions. 

Response to Comment 19-10 

Alternative 1 does not meet the stated purpose and need for the project. 

Response to Comment 19-11 

Comment noted. The final SEIS will be available electronically via the Corps web site along with the 
Limited Reevaluation Report for the study and other appendices.  

http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Home.aspx 
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1.6.20 Comment Letter 20—Ray Toste, Manager; Larry Thevik, 
Vice President, Washington Dungeness Crab Fishermen’s 
Association, April 7, 2014 
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Comment Letter 20—Continued  
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Comment Letter 20—Continued  
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1.6.20.1 Responses to Comment Letter 20 

Response to Comment 20-1 

Individual comments for comment letter 20 are addressed below. 

Response to Comment 20-2 

As discussed in Section 4.4.3.6 of the SEIS the Corps would continue to follow the Revised Crab 
Mitigation Strategy Agreement (RCMSA)to account for crab losses due to Corps dredging.  The RCMSA is 
summarized in Section 4.4.36.  Please also see Master Response 2. 

Response to Comment 20-3 

As reflected in Chapter 6 of the LRR, and based on the current standard prescribed for the development 
of Deep Draft Navigation Economic Analysis (IWR Report 10-R-4, April 2010) this proposed action’s 
benefits exceed the cost thus the additional benefits exceed the additional cost.   This proposed action is 
economically justified regardless of whether CBR becomes an export for the Port of Grays Harbor. Please 
see Master Response 3.  

Response to Comment 20-4 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 20-5 

Please see Master Response 3, Comments Associated with Crude Oil by Rail Projects. 

Response to Comment 20-6 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 20-7 

Channel deepening is intended to facilitate efficient navigation and the improve reliability for the 
existing and projected future traffic of deep draft vessels, and is not intended to accommodate any one 
specific commodity, nor is the proposed action economically justified in reliance on any specific 
commodity or commodities.  The effects of implementation of Alternative 3 on the quality of the human 
environment, through factors including increased number of vessel transits; currents and hydrology of 
Grays Harbor; sedimentation, erosion and other morphology patterns; and fish, birds and other natural 
resources are evaluated in Chapter 4 of the SEIS.  Please also see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 20-8 

The SEIS acknowledges that the project has some potentially negative environmental effects as required 
by NEPA and these impacts will be considered when the Corps makes decisions on whether to 
undertake a Federal action. 
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1.6.21 Comment Letter 21—Jesse G. DeNike, Plauche & Carr, LLP, 
April 8, 2114 
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued 
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

127 
 

Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

137 
 

Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  
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Comment Letter 21—Continued  

 



Grays Harbor, Washington, Navigation Improvement Project Feasibility Study 
FINAL Limited Reevaluation Report – Appendix G – Public Comments 

June 2014 
 

148 
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1.6.21.1 Responses to Comment Letter 21 

Response to Comment 21-1 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 21-2 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 21-3 

See Master Response 1.  The Corps’ NEPA obligation related to “past, present, and foreseeable adverse 
impacts” is to evaluate the action’s anticipated incremental impacts when added to other past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, pursuant to 40 CFR 1508.7.  This cumulative effects analysis 
may be found at Chapter 6 and Section 7.4 of the SEIS. 

Response to Comment 21-4 

As required by 42 USC 4332(C), the Corps has fulfilled its obligation to provide a statement of any 
adverse impacts that cannot be avoided.  As also required under NEPA, the SEIS contains a discussion of 
mitigation – including avoidance and minimization – commensurate with the projected nature and 
intensity of the identified adverse effects, that is sufficiently detailed to ensure that the environmental 
consequences of implementing the proposed action have been fully evaluated. 

Response to Comment 21-5 

The effects of the proposed action to deepen the navigation channel from -36 feet to -38 feet MLLW have 
been fully evaluated.  Effects generated by the existence and functionality of the -36-foot channel and the 
other structural features of the Grays Harbor Federal navigation project are part of the ongoing agency 
action and its continuing management regime – and thus form the baseline against which the effects of 
the change in agency action to deepen the channel to -38 feet MLLW, as well as the incremental effects 
attributable to maintenance at that depth are gauged – for both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. 

Response to Comment 21-6 

As required by Section 404 of the CWA, the Corps evaluates the effects of discharges of dredged material 
into the waters of the United States.  The Corps conducts an evaluation through application of the 
substantive Section 404(b)(1) criteria.  The Corps does not evaluate the dredging process, per se, under 
Section 404.  The standards applied to determine the availability of practicable alternatives are found in 
33 CFR 335.4.  The general regulatory policies applicable to permit application, found at 33 CFR Part 
320, are not expressly applicable.  This SEIS has fully analyzes the impacts of placement of dredged 
material in waters of the United States pursuant to the requirements of 33 CFR Parts 335 and 336.   

While the Corps complies with the substantive elements of CWA Section 404(b)(1), the entire range of 
considerations applicable to evaluation of applications for Corps permits are not applicable.  Thus, the 
permit application evaluation processes and standards of 33 CFR Part 320 are not generally applicable, 
including particularly the public interest decision factors of 33 CFR 320.4(a). 
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Response to Comment 21-7 

The “adequacy” of the 1982 EIS and the 1989 EIS Supplement are not presently at issue.  More 
pertinently, the effects of the action to construct and maintain a channel at -36 feet MLLW, addressed in 
those documents, are encompassed within the baseline as impacts of the no-action alternative and are 
thus not part of the direct or indirect effects of the proposed action.  The effects of constructing and 
subsequently maintaining the -36-foot channel, evaluated in the 1989 EIS Supplement, now form the 
existing conditions within Grays Harbor.  These conditions now form the benchmark against which the 
effects of the proposed action to deepen the navigation channel by two feet, and thereafter maintain that 
depth, are assessed. 

Response to Comment 21-8 

The jetties were constructed over 100 years ago and have been contributing to changes in Grays Harbor 
morphology since inception.  The existence of the jetties and other features of the navigation project 
reflect ongoing agency action; the effects of these existing features are encompassed within the 
analytical baseline.  The Corps is responsible for addressing under NEPA a change in that status quo, 
applying the supplementation criteria of 40 CFR 1502.9(c).  The Corps has evaluated the impacts of a 
proposed substantial change in the parameters of the channel prism, to assess whether that project 
modification would generate changes in the effects of ongoing channel maintenance in a significant 
manner or to a significant extent not previously considered.   

The Corps has assessed the effects of the proposed action in combination with other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable activities in the Grays Harbor area.  Chapter 6 articulates the baseline conditions 
for the cumulative effects analysis, and evaluates the incremental impacts of the proposed action that 
are projected to be added to the effects of those extrinsic Federal and non-Federal activities.  The 
conclusion with respect to an incremental contribution to cumulative effects is found at SEIS Section 6.3. 

Response to Comment 21-9 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 21-10 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 21-11 

See Master Response 1.   

Response to Comment 21-12 

The Corps has complied with its NEPA obligations to evaluate and disclose the impacts of the proposed 
action.  The Corps has met its obligation to discuss mitigation to the extent that such a discussion would 
assist in the understanding of the nature and intensity of the effects of the proposal.  NEPA does not 
impose an independent duty to mitigate for all adverse consequences of an agency action.  There is no 
appreciable incremental adverse effect to Whitcomb Flats, proximately caused by this proposed action 
to deepen the Federal navigation channel from -36 to -38 feet. 
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The Corps has complied with its obligation to evaluate the proposed discharge of dredged material in 
accordance with the substantive elements of CWA Section 404(b)(1). See Response to Comment 21-6.   

The Corps determined that there was a Federal interest in pursuing a study under Section 111 of the 
River and Harbor Act of 1968, as amended, to determine if shoreline damages could be directly 
identified and attributed to Federal navigation works, and to determine the feasibility of structural or 
non-structural measures to prevent or mitigate damages to public and non-public shorelines.  See also 
the discussion in Master Response 1 regarding the Whitcomb Flats Section 111 study. 

Response to Comment 21-13 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 21-14 

The document submitted as an attachment to Comment Letter 21 purporting to be a 2009 Fact Sheet is 
clearly a preliminary draft, complete with editing notations, and reflects a version of that document that 
was never adopted by the agency.  No official conclusion of a causal link was made in the 2009 Fact 
Sheet, between features of the navigation project completed as early as 100 years previously and 
shoreline effects, let alone a causal link between the incremental effects of two feet of channel 
deepening.  This briefing document merely concluded that the structural features may be an important 
contributing factor with respect to observed shoreline erosion.  A preliminary reconnaissance of 
potential feasibility was conducted of several alternative measures.  The Corps lacks the statutory 
authority to further study – let alone undertake – those measures without the participation of a non-
Federal sponsor fulfilling cost-share and other partnering responsibilities. 

Response to Comment 21-15 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 21-16 

See Responses to Comment 21-4, 21-9. 

Response to Comment 21-17 

See Responses to Comment 21-4, 21-9. 
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1.6.22 Comment Letter 22—Marcie Keever, Oceans & Vessels 
Program Director; Fred Felleman, Northwest Consultant, 
Friends of the Earth, April 8, 2014 
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Comment Letter 22—Continued  
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1.6.22.1 Responses to Comment Letter 22 

Response to Comment 22-1 

Comments referenced from Mr.  Ortman, and Friends of Grays Harbor are addressed separately in 
response to their respective comment letters. 

Response to Comment 22-2 

The potential effects of the proposed action were evaluated in the context of incremental impacts added 
to the environmental baseline under which the navigation channel is maintained at a depth of −36 feet 
MLLW by annual maintenance dredging (this is also the no action alternative evaluated in the SEIS).   

Response to Comment 22-3 

It is anticipated that the Port will experience future economic growth regardless of the implementation 
of the proposed action – that is, under the no-action alternative.  It is not certain that the project itself 
would proximately cause any growth, over and above that manifested under the without-project 
conditions of Alternative 1. No tailored model with a regional focus exists to address this issue.  The 
effects analysis in the SEIS adopts a conservative approach, in light of this uncertainty.  To reduce the 
likelihood that the effects of the proposed action are understated, the SEIS utilizes the “high,” or 
greatest, economic growth projections of the 2009 Marine Cargo Forecast prepared for the Washington 
Public Ports Association and Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).  The largest 
amount of growth, generally speaking, will exert the greatest loads on the natural environment, and thus 
reflects a conservative estimate of future environmental effects.  (Note that the economic benefits 
analysis in the LRR takes a different approach – a “moderate” economic growth projection is applied, to 
reduce the likelihood of artificially inflating the economic benefits of the proposed action.)  The 
consequence for purposes of the SEIS’s environmental analysis is that the number of annual vessel calls 
is expected to moderately increase, as compared with the no-action alternative.  (On the other hand, the 
LRR projects that the number of annual vessel calls under the recommended deepening plan will slightly 
decrease as compared with the future without-project condition, as a result of navigation efficiencies 
generated by the -38-foot channel.)   See section 4.0 in the SEIS.  The SEIS projects a difference of 51 
more annual vessel calls under Alternative 3 as compared to the no-action alternative. 

The referenced statement at section 4.2.5.4 of the Draft SEIS inadvertently retained an isolated 
misstatement that the number of vessels would not increase under Alternative 3 as compared with 
Alternative 1.  That statement has been corrected. 

See also Responses to Comment 21-4 and 21-12 with respect to the Corps’ responsibilities regarding 
mitigation.    

Response to Comment 22-4 

Please see Master Response 3. The Corps did not participate in the development of any environmental or 
economic analysis associated with state permits for terminal development at the POGH, nor did it 
participate in the cited administrative proceedings before the Washington Shoreline Hearings Board.  
The Corps’ analysis of the number of vessel calls reflects a comparison between projections of future 
circumstances under the no-action alternative and projections of future circumstances under 
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Alternative 3.  The projections of future vessel transits take an environmentally conservative approach 
in the SEIS, and an economically conservative approach in the LRR.  See Response to Comment 10-4.  

Response to Comment 22-5 

The anticipated effects of implementation of Alternative 3 on the various pertinent elements of the 
aquatic ecosystem are evaluated throughout SEIS Chapter 4.  The Corps samples and tests sediments 
prior to any dredging activities to determine placement options and ensure that sediments meet DMMP 
criteria for open water placement. The results of this testing are detailed in the DMMP suitability 
determination for the proposed action. These results were used in this analysis to characterize the 
sediments that would be dredged under the proposed action and to describe placement of the dredged 
sediments, either at one of the designated aquatic dredged material placement sites or at an appropriate 
upland location. Sediments of the outer harbor reaches (South Reach in this case) have typically been 
found to meet exclusionary criteria specified in the 40 CFR 230.60 regulations implementing the Clean 
Water Act, consisting mainly of coarse-grained material in a high-energy environment, geographically 
removed from sources of contamination.  As such, these sediments require only confirmation of their 
exclusionary status (i.e., confirmation that they still meet criteria for open-water placement). In contrast, 
the inner harbor reaches require full sediment characterization, including characterization for chemical 
contamination, because the sediments in these reaches contain larger fractions of fine-grained sediment 
and are closer to historical sources of contamination.  

The February 2012 suitability determination concluded that all sediment that would be dredged under 
Alternative 3, with the exception of the 22,400 cubic yards of material from the Cow Point 32a subunit, 
is suitable for open-water placement. The sediment determined unsuitable for open-water placement 
showed elevated mortality in the sediment larval development test but did not exceed chemical 
thresholds for suitable sediment. 

The unsuitable material would be dredged and then removed to a suitable upland placement site. DMMU 
sub-unit 32a will be physically surveyed after construction, and a determination will be made at that 
time whether an additional round of testing is required of that sub-unit prior to any subsequent 
maintenance dredging episode in that sub-unit's footprint. 

Response to Comment 22-6 

The deepening proposed action is not projected to spur an increase in vessel size to larger classes.  
Pursuant to the environmentally conservative analysis in the SEIS, the proposed action is not expected 
to cause substantially more vessels to call at the POGH as compared with the future conditions under the 
no-action alternative.  With an increase of only approximately 3.25 vessel transits per month, or less 
than one per week, the increase in risk due to vessel interaction that would be proximately caused by 
the deepening project is negligible.  

Response to Comment 22-7 

This SEIS evaluates the direct and indirect impacts caused by proposed action implementation 
throughout Chapter 4 and concludes that none is more than minor.  The SEIS evaluates the incremental 
effects of the proposed action when added to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
activities in the area, in the cumulative effects analysis of Chapter 6, and concludes that this increment is 
likewise minor. 
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Response to Comment 22-8 

See Response to Comment 22-7. 

Response to Comment 22-9 

Alternative 1 does not meet the stated purpose and need for the project. 
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1.6.23 Comment Letter 23—Christine B. Reichgott, Manager, 
Environmental Review and Sediment Management Unit, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, April 8, 
2014 
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Comment Letter 23—Continued  
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1.6.23.1 Responses to Comment Letter 23 

Response to Comment 23-1 

Please see the master responses above. 

Response to Comment 23-2 

It is anticipated that the Port will experience future economic growth regardless of the implementation 
of the proposed action – that is, under the no-action alternative.  It is not certain that the project itself 
would proximately cause any growth, over and above that manifested under the without-project 
conditions of Alternative 1. No tailored model with a regional focus exists to address this issue.  The 
effects analysis in the SEIS adopts a conservative approach, in light of this uncertainty.  To reduce the 
likelihood that the effects of the proposed action are understated, the SEIS utilizes the “high,” or 
greatest, economic growth projections of the 2009 Marine Cargo Forecast prepared for the Washington 
Public Ports Association and Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT).  The largest 
amount of growth, generally speaking, will exert the greatest loads on the natural environment, and thus 
reflects a conservative estimate of future environmental effects.  (Note that the economic benefits 
analysis in the LRR takes a different approach – a “moderate” economic growth projection is applied, to 
reduce the likelihood of artificially inflating the economic benefits of the proposed action.)  The 
consequence for purposes of the SEIS’s environmental analysis is that the number of annual vessel calls 
is expected to moderately increase, as compared with the no-action alternative.  (On the other hand, the 
LRR projects that the number of annual vessel calls under the recommended deepening plan will slightly 
decrease as compared with the future without-project condition, as a result of navigation efficiencies 
generated by the -38-foot channel.)   See section 4.0 in the SEIS.  The SEIS projects a difference of 51 
more annual vessel calls under Alternative 3 as compared to the no-action alternative.   

The application of an optimistic economic growth projection – the largest degree of growth projected – 
in the environmental effects analysis provides a rational basis for the evaluation of the impacts of 
Alternative 3 on the natural environment.   

The referenced statement at section 4.2.5.4 of the Draft SEIS inadvertently retained an isolated 
misstatement that the number of vessels would not increase under Alternative 3 as compared with 
Alternative 1.  That statement has been corrected. 

Response to Comment 23-3 

The proposals for terminal expansion at Grays Harbor are outside the scope of the direct and indirect 
effects of this proposed action, but are encompassed within the cumulative effects discussion.  Although 
the increase in navigation efficiencies is expected to generate an increase in cargo throughput under 
Alternative 3 as compared with Alternative 1, the proposed alternative is not projected to generate more 
than a minor increase in the number of vessel transits, as compared with the projection of vessel transits 
under the no-action alternative. 

The Corps has assessed the effects of the proposed action in combination with other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable activities in the Grays Harbor area.  Chapter 6 articulates the baseline conditions 
for the cumulative effects analysis, and evaluates the incremental impacts of the proposed action that 
are projected to be added to the effects of those extrinsic Federal and non-Federal activities.  Because 
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these activities are outside the scope of the proposed action, NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1508.7 do not 
necessarily require a collective assessment of the total impacts, but require an evaluation of the 
incremental impact when added to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities.  The 
conclusion with respect to an incremental contribution to cumulative effects is found at SEIS Section 6.3. 

Response to Comment 23-4 

Please see comment 23-2. 

Response to Comment 23-5 

The SEIS addresses reasonably foreseeable general or harbor-wide restoration actions in its evaluation 
of cumulative effects.  As indicated in Section 6.2.3, the Long Term Management Strategy remains at the 
evaluation stage, as do other restoration measures.    No restoration is proposed as an element of this 
proposed action.  Mitigation for the deepening action and subsequent incremental maintenance of the 
deepened channel is discussed at SEIS Chapter 5 and Section 7.2.  Mitigation related to maintenance of 
the -36-foot channel is addressed in the 2011 maintenance dredging EA. 

Response to Comment 23-6 

See Master Response 2.    

Response to Comment 23-7 

Crab mitigation efforts are conducted in accordance with the working group Revised Crab Mitigation 
Strategy Agreement as summarized in Section 4.4.3.6 and appendix F of the SEIS.  This will not change 
due to the deepening project.  The Corps expects to continue following this agreement for the 
construction and subsequent maintenance dredging unless the working group provides an additional 
revision to the agreement.   

Response to Comment 23-8 

The 2012 Visser report relies on general and dated information on dredge volumes as listed in Figure 23 
of the Visser report.  These volumes are not broken down by gear type, season or reach.  Since 
publication of the 2012 report the Corps has refined the dredged volumes by reach (which is critical for 
accurate DIM calculations) with more accepted “paid volumes” for past dredging activities in Grays 
Harbor.  Paid volumes are the volumes that contract dredgers are actually paid and are based on pre and 
post dredge surveys.  The paid volumes offer a much more accurate estimate of dredge volumes by 
reach and gear type.  Table 4.4-3 in the SEIS utilizes actual paid volumes as opposed to the broader 
based estimates presented in the Visser report.   

Response to Comment 23-9 

The potential effects of the proposed action were evaluated in the context of incremental impacts added 
to the environmental baseline under which the navigation channel is maintained at a depth of −36 feet 
MLLW by annual maintenance dredging (this is also the no action alternative evaluated in the SEIS). The 
volumes in Tables 4.4-5 and 4.4-6 include historic volumes dredged by reach (important for DIM 
estimates), volume dredged to -36 (this is consistent with volumes estimated in the 2011 maintenance 
dredging EA), and volume to deepen by incremental one or two foot and the volume to conduct both 
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maintenance to-36 feet and the incremental one or two feet to get to -37 or -38 feet and the associated 
DIM calculations for those volumes. The tables include an overall estimate (construction year 
maintenance plus incremental deepening) for both Alternatives 2 and 3.  The tables cover the six 
reaches that are proposed for deepening.  If maintenance dredging is conducted in the construction year 
outside of the six reaches evaluated in the SEIS the impacts would be accounted for in the regular 
maintenance dredging program as discussed in the 2011 maintenance dredging EA.   All dredging in all 
reaches remains subject to the requirements of the RCMSA, and all impacts are accounted for in a linear, 
non-compounding fashion on a unitary ledger. 

Response to Comment 23-10 

 The overall sand/sediment budget for Grays Harbor and the west coast of Washington is largely 
determined by the movement of sediment out of the mouth of the Columbia River.  The 
environmental effects of the existence of the structures and facilities comprising the Grays 
Harbor Federal navigation project are encompassed within the environmental baseline.  See 
Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 23-11 

The crab working group was reconvened in 2012 by the Corps, open to the possibility of revising 
the current RCSMA in a mutually agreeable manner.  The working group continues to meet on a 
periodic basis.  The Corps, as one signatory of the RCSMA, would welcome any options that the 
group can vet and agree to that are more applicable to current conditions and would further 
develop a single crab mitigation strategy that satisfies NEPA requirements, USACE funding 
constraints, Agencies and Stakeholder concerns and provide a cost effective mitigation method 
that best benefits the adult crab population. 

Response to Comment 23-12 

The government hopper dredges do not and will not utilize the 3.9 Mile Site for discharge of any 
dredged material, including any carried in ballast.  The text has been deleted from Section 5.1.2. 

Response to Comment 23-13 

Figure has been updated. 

Response to Comment 23-14 

Dredged material from the South Reach is marine sands in nature and suitable for placement in the Half 
Moon Bay nearshore.  Only material dredged by the hopper dredge YAQUINA is capable of accessing the 
Half Moon Bay nearshore area.    

Response to Comment 23-15 

The 1998 Point Chehalis Revetment Extension Project Interagency Mitigation Agreement has been 
added in SEIS Appendix K. 

Response to Comment 23-16 
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As noted in the footnote to the same table in the LRR Executive Summary, the economic analysis for this study 
assumed deepening would start at -36 ft MLLW, and used the deepening increments below a “neat line” -36 ft 
MLLW for Alternative 2 and Alternative 3. The supporting environmental analysis documented in the SEIS 
(Appendix C to the LRR) evaluated effects of deepening below the annual maximum volume of dredged 
material of 2.09 mcy, which is the volume of material the effects of which have previously been evaluated 
under NEPA in the 2011 EA.  As a result, the SEIS includes larger deepening volumes for Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3. The distinction is necessary to comply with Corps national water resources projects policies 
regarding the conduct of navigation studies.  In the case of both the LRR and the SEIS analyses, the total 
volumes to dredge from the six reaches in the construction year are identical; the only difference is the 
allocation between volumes classified as maintenance dredging vice those characterized as deepening 
dredging.  A similar note will be added to the SEIS. 

Response to Comment 23-17 

The government hopper dredges will not utilize the 3.9 Mile Site for discharge of any dredged material, 
including any carried in ballast.  The text has been deleted from Section 5.1.2. 

Response to Comment 23-18 

The potential effects of the proposed action were evaluated in the context of incremental impacts added 
to the environmental baseline under which the navigation channel is maintained at a depth of −36 feet 
MLLW by annual maintenance dredging (this is also the no action alternative evaluated in the SEIS). The 
effects generated by existing features of the Federal navigation project, including a channel maintained 
at -36 feet MLLW in the relevant six reaches, are encompassed within the environmental baseline and do 
not form part of the effects proximately caused – directly or indirectly – by the proposed action.  Grays 
Harbor is a well mixed, high energy environment continuously affected by wind, wave, tide and strong 
currents.  Impacts from deepening the channel by two additional feet is not expected to change this. 

Response to Comment 23-19 

Figure has been updated. 

Response to Comment 23-20 

Pre-disposal surveys for Dungeness crab were conducted as part of the maintenance dredging program.  
The Corps conducted trawl surveys to determine Dungeness crab presence and relative density in the vicinity 
of the Half Moon Bay disposal site.   Trawling typically occured approximately two weeks prior to the 
initiation of dredging.   Crabs species were measured and sexed, flat fish were measured, and other fish and 
invertebrate species were enumerated.  Trawls were conducted using a 3m beam trawl deployed by the M.V. 
Shoalhunter for 5 minutes of bottom time.  Corps biologists supervised the survey effort and identified crabs, 
fish, and other invertebrates.  In addition, John Beck, Coastal Crab Fishery Manager for the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife,  participated in the afternoon high tide survey effort.  The surveys were 
finding very few crab (at times in the single digits) and the program was determined not to be cost-
effective.  No trawl surveys are proposed for the Navigation Improvement Project.  

Response to Comment 23-21 

While not widely utilized for disposal, Half Moon Bay nearshore and Point Chehalis Revetment 
Extension placement sites have been included in the Comparison of Alternatives in Section 2.5, as well as 
the corresponding Executive Summary discussion. 
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Response to Comment 23-22 

See Response to Comment 23-18. 

Response to Comment 23-23 

Comment noted. Formatting, captions, text references, page numbering, table of contents will be 
corrected in final SEIS. 

Response to Comment 23-24 

The Point Chehalis buried revetment extension mitigation site is included in Figure 7 

Response to Comment 23-25 

While a 5% increase in channel depth, confined to the navigation channel, could result in a slight 
increase in salinity concentration, this would have a negligible effect on the pressure gradients 
controlling saltwater intrusion when considered over the much broader area of Grays Harbor. The 
potential to create saltwater intrusion problems is expected to be negligible. While a stratified salinity 
wedge may be experienced further upstream in the channel compared current maintenance dredging, 
the substantial mixing in the estuary would mean deepening the channel to -38 feet MLLW versus -36 
feet MLLW will have a negligible effect on salt wedge dynamics.  Please see the more detailed discussion 
at sections 4.2.4.5. and 4.2.5.5. 

Response to Comment 23-26 

In order to maximize capacity in the Point Chehalis and South Jetty open water placement sites, all 
available outer harbor maintenance and deepening material will be placed in beneficial use sites when 
weather conditions allow.  On average approximately 150,000 cubic yards are placed in each site 
annually.  During the deepening project up to 1,000,000 cubic yards may be placed between the two 
sites, consisting of O&M dredged material from the outer harbor and deepening material from the South 
Reach.  Of the deepening material approximately 250,000 cubic yards from the South Reach are 
available for beneficial use.  Placement of marine sands at these sites provides an efficient and beneficial 
source of sediment to mitigate damages associated with chronic erosion.  If sediment is not directed to 
these beneficial use areas and conditions deteriorate, emergency response actions could be required, 
generating additional cost and adverse environmental impacts. 
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Response to Comment 23-27 

Sites where dispersion of dredged material is primarily controlled by waves may take longer to disperse 
sediment from the placement area.  As discussed, the time scale associated with sediment movement is 
dependent on frequency of wave energy.  However, placement method can facilitate better dispersion at 
the beneficial use sites.  Additionally, the material placed in the nearshore is beneficial for dissipating 
wave energy which can lead to beach and dune erosion.   The Corps annually monitors both the static 
and dynamic capacity of each site and the sites have the necessary capacity to accommodate the 
required dredged material.   

Response to Comment 23-28 

The Corps would continue to follow the Revised Crab Mitigation Strategy Agreement (RCMSA), of which 
EPA is a signatory, to account for crab losses due to Corps dredging.  The RCMSA was originally 
developed with the intent of providing a framework for quantifying impacts to Dungeness crab from 
Corps dredging in Grays Harbor, and developing mitigation strategies for compensating identified crab 
impacts.  In the spring of 2012, the EPA and other signatory agencies were invited to participate in a 
Grays Harbor RCMSA interagency working group to reevaluate the 1998 RCMSA with the goal of 
investigating ways to more accurately address current knowledge on Dungeness crab and dredging 
impacts.  To date the working group has discussed issues related to several crab mitigation strategies, 
including possibly convening a subject matter panel of experts consisting of agency and noted academic 
professionals in the field of crab research.  Initially the multi-agency group  actively participated in the 
crab working group, but some members (USFWS) eventually chose to curtail participation.  The group 
continues to meet periodically with the goal of exploring the possibility of updating the strategy in a 
manner that is scientifically sound and economically feasible.  The EPA’s active participation is invited 
and encouraged in this important endeavor.  The working group is primarily concerned with addressing 
issues with and updating the current RCSMA.  In this regard Corps maintenance dredging is the focus of 
discussions, not the Navigation Improvement project evaluated in the SEIS, which has demonstrated 
very low impacts on the Grays Harbor Dungeness crab populations.    

Response to Comment 23-29 

An excavator, as discussed in Section 2.3 and elsewhere in the SEIS may be used in hardpack areas of 
Cow Point Reach to break up the sediments, after which the material will be removed with a clamshell 
bucket.  Water quality impacts are thus projected to be very similar to those described for the clamshell 
bucket utilized in the inner harbor.  Additional text on the water quality effects of excavation dredging in 
Cow Point Reach has been added to EIS Sections 4.4.4.1 and 4.4.5.1.  Historically maintenance dredging 
by clam shell in Grays Harbor has not exceeded State water quality standards.    

Response to Comment 23-30 

Dredging volumes by month and reach are entered into the model, and the model calculates impacts by 
month and reach dredged.  Increased time needed for dredging in each reach is accounted for by entering 
in the increased volumes dredged in each reach.  Dredge Timing is unchanged from current maintenance 
dredging by reach.  The DIM integrates relevant crab population data (age, season, location) with 
dredging gear type (hopper, clamshell, pipeline), volume dredged (cubic yards), dredging season 
(spring, summer, or fall), and location (channel reach).  An entrainment function was calculated from 
data on dredge-specific crab entrainment and resulting mortality.  Projected crab losses of all ages were 
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then adjusted for natural mortality to yield an equivalent adult loss (normalized at age 2+ crabs) to the 
fishery (unfished females were set equal to males).  The DIM utilizes volumes dredged by reach, season, 
and gear type. The Corps Crab Mitigation Strategy has been focused on avoidance, by scheduling 
dredging outside of peak crab abundance; and replacement, through the development of intertidal oyster 
shell plots that enhance survival of very young Dungeness crabs following their metamorphosis from 
planktonic zoeal stage.  In the 1989 EISS the DIM was proposed to quantify crab impacts.  The intent of 
the model was two-fold:  1) predict numbers that would be entrained and killed, and 2) use those 
predictions to forecast losses to the fishery.  Calculations of crab loss are driven by two key factors: 1) 
crab abundance (varying by gear type, season, location) and 2) volumes dredged (varying by gear type, 
season, location).  Crab abundance and size data from previous studies in Grays Harbor were utilized.  
This data was funneled through an entrainment function (based on entrainment monitoring aboard the 
dredges) to yield numbers of crab entrained.  Natural and dredging-induced mortality rates were then 
factored into the equation to produce estimates of adult crabs lost.   

Response to Comment 23-31 

The 2012 Visser report relies on general and dated information on dredge volumes as listed in Figure 23 
of the report.  These volumes are not broken down by gear type, season or reach.  Since publication of 
the 2012 report the Corps has refined the dredged volumes by reach (which is critical for accurate DIM 
calculations) with more accepted “paid volumes” for past dredging activities in Grays Harbor.  Paid 
volumes are the volumes that contract dredgers are actually paid and are based on pre and post dredge 
surveys.  The paid volumes offer a much more accurate estimate of dredge volumes by reach and gear 
type.  Table 4.4-3 in the SEIS utilizes actual paid volumes as opposed to the broader based estimates 
presented in the Visser report.  The Corps has committed to abide by the obligations of the RCMSA.  The 
Corps welcomes continued participation from EPA in the working group.   
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1.6.24 Comment Letter 24—Jack L. Hollingsworth, Markham 
Enterprises, April 9, 2014 
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Comment Letter 24—Continued  
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Comment Letter 24—Continued  
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Comment Letter 24—Continued  
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Comment Letter 24—Continued  
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Comment Letter 24—Continued  
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Comment Letter 24—Continued  
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1.6.24.1 Responses to Comment Letter 24 

Response to Comment 24-1 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 24-2 

Subadult and adult southern green sturgeon are known to regularly use Grays Harbor during the 
summer and early fall months (primarily May through October), indicating the potential for direct 
exposure to the effects of dredging and placement activities, and indirect effects resulting from impacts 
on benthic prey organisms. However, the nature of estuarine habitat use by this species suggests that 
the potential for direct exposure is somewhat limited.  The majority of Grays Harbor, specifically the 
areas outside the navigation channel, consists of shallow-water tidal flats with abundant green sturgeon 
prey resources. The strong preference for this habitat type during estuarine foraging suggests that green 
sturgeon in Grays Harbor would most commonly be found outside of the navigation channel and 
dredged material placement sites where the direct and indirect effects of maintenance dredging are 
concentrated.  Disturbance from dredging activities can result in a temporary reduction in the 
availability of prey organisms, but these effects are concentrated at depths greater than −33 feet MLLW 
that are less frequently used by foraging sturgeon in estuaries, and the duration and extent of these 
effects are limited relative to the amount of foraging habitat available. Although present in the action 
area, the overall potential effects from the proposed dredging and disposal activities on green 
sturgeon are expected to be negligible.  See SEIS Section 4.4.5.2. 

Response to Comment 24-3 

The Corps Crab Mitigation Strategy is focused on avoidance, by scheduling dredging outside of peak crab 
abundance; and replacement, through the development of intertidal oyster shell plots that enhance 
survival of very young Dungeness crabs following their metamorphosis from planktonic zoeal stage.   In 
the 1989 EISS the DIM was proposed to quantify crab impacts.  The intent of the model was two-fold:  1) 
predict numbers that would be entrained and killed, and 2) use those predictions to forecast losses to the 
fishery.  Calculations of crab loss are driven by two key factors: 1) crab abundance (varying by gear type, 
season, location) and 2) volumes dredged (varying by gear type, season, location).  Crab abundance and 
size data from previous studies in GH were utilized.  This data was funneled through an entrainment 
function (based on entrainment monitoring aboard the dredges) to yield numbers of crab entrained.  
Natural and dredging-induced mortality rates were then factored into the equation to produce estimates of 
adult crabs lost. 

The goal of shell placement was to replace the number of adult crabs lost to the commercial fishery by 
replacement of a much larger number of juvenile crabs (to compensate for natural mortality of about 
99%) which find refuge in shell plots.  Construction of intertidal juvenile habitat by depositing empty 
oyster shells on the surface of the mudflat was initiated in 1990 with the goal of increasing survival 
during the first summer of growth, and thereby compensate for dredging losses.  Shell placement occurred 
annually 1990-2000, except in 1993 until the deepening mitigation goal of 9,000,000 was reached in 
2001.  Shell placement continued for maintenance dredging, but less frequently, until 2006 (2003, 2006).  
The Corps is committed to continuing in compliance with its mitigation obligations under the RCMSA.     
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Response to Comment 24-4 

Since the 1989 EISS, the Corps has tried several methods to place oyster shell, including hosing off the 
deck, shoveling and physically pushing off of barges of varying sizes at the mitigation sites.   The tidal 
zones were covered to the maximum extent given the placement techniques utilized.  Shell was last 
placed in 2006.  Annual monitoring of the placement sites showed good production of juvenile crabs at 
the shell placement sites in most years as reflected in Table 4.4-3 of the SEIS.      

Response to Comment 24-5 

See Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 24-6 

This alternative was presented and considered technically feasible in the 2009 Section 111 Continuing 
Authorities Project Fact Sheet.  See Master Response 1 for a general discussion of the Whitcomb Flats 
Section 111 study. 

Response to Comment 24-7 

The Corps has not performed any studies on the impact of silts placed in the Point Chehalis Site on clams 
on South Beach or North Beach. However, silts are not anticipated to deposit in high energy 
environments exposed to high wave energy.  By nature silts are transported and deposited to relatively 
quiescent environments.  A detailed sediment transport modeling study was completed by the USACE 
Coastal Hydraulics Laboratory (Demirbilek et al. 2010 and Hayter et al. 2012).  The study investigated 
sediment transport pathways of dredged material placed at the Point Chehalis, South Jetty, and Half 
Moon Bay Placement Sites.  The pathways were generally directed to the north side of the inlet and 
offshore toward the bar.   

Response to Comment 24-8 

Based on the Corps’ Economic Analysis the proposed action is justified at this time.  The project, 
regardless of the status of the log export trade, benefits other commodities transported through the Port 
of Grays Harbor.  

Response to Comment 24-9 

The Corps’ economic analysis does not rely for project justification on any single commodity, such as 
forest products. 

Response to Comment 24-10 

Local taxation polices are not part of the Corps’ economic or environmental effects analyses for this 
proposed action.  

Response to Comment 24-11 
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See Master Response 1. 
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1.6.25 Comment Letter 25—Fawn R. Sharp, President, Quinault 
Indian Nation, April 9, 2014 
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Comment Letter 25—Continued  
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Comment Letter 25—Continued  
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1.6.25.1 Responses to Comment Letter 25 

Response to Comment 25-1 

Comment  acknowledged.  

Response to Comment 25-2 

T benefits-cost ratio, among other factors, is an important factor when it comes to successfully getting 
funds appropriated for most Civil Works Projects. 

Response to Comment 25-3 

The Corps recognizes the Quinault Indian Nation’s strong and consistent stand against developing CBR 
in Grays Harbor, a vital treaty fishery area and culturally significant resource to the Quinault Indian 
Nation. Please see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 25-4 
For the purposes of the Corps Grays Harbor economic analysis, benefits accrue through more efficient 
movement of tonnage, rather than changes in commodity type or value.  Benefits attributed to 
transportation cost savings are mostly due to the elimination of vessel calls or reduction in transit times as 
a result of more efficient vessel loadings when comparing the anticipated future without project 
conditions to the proposed two foot deepening.  It is these cost savings that generate the benefits in the 
costs/benefits comparison, which in turn forms the basis of a conclusion of whether the project is 
economically justified pursuant to Corps policies.   

The reduction in the cost of transportation is based on the cost to move goods from one port to another.  
Although petroleum accounts for approximately 75% of the tonnage moved over the 50-year period of 
analysis described in the LRR and Appendix A (Economics), the type of commodity does not dictate 
where the transportation cost savings occur.  If we were to remove petroleum altogether we expect the 
BCR to be reduced by approximately 50% from the current BCR of 5.2 to the reduced number of 2.6. .  

The comment assumes that petroleum was replaced by another commodity of similar value in the 
sensitivity analysis described in LRR Section 6.8, Sensitivity Analysis, and Section 10, Sensitivity 
Analysis of Appendix A (Economics).  In fact the sensitivity analysis removed the petroleum, tonnage 
associated with the petroleum, and all vessels associated with the petroleum from the modeling.  
Petroleum was not replaced in any way but rather removed altogether from the benefits calculation 
through this sensitivity analysis.  Please see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 25-5 

This comment expresses a concern that the Navigation Improvement Project and the development of 
Crude by Rail (CBR) are interconnected.  At the request of PGH as our non-Federal sponsor, the 
recommended deepening is limited to the 1986 legislatively authorized depth of -38’ MLLW.  No new 
Congressional authorization is being sought.  It may appear at a superficial level to be more than a 
coincidence that CBR terminal development proposals are being brought forward at the same time that 
the study of the channel deepening proposal is being concluded.  However, the intersection of these two 
unrelated efforts is the consequence of market forces and economic recovery driving proposals for CBR 
development, at the same time that a study of implementation of a long-authorized two-foot increment 
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in channel depth comes to independent fruition.  The independence is more readily apparent when one 
takes into account the timeline of events that has led us to this point.  The PGH requested in 2005 that 
the Corps reevaluate deepening the channel to the legislatively authorized depth of -38 ft MLLW.  As 
noted in LRR Section 1.2, Northwestern Division, Corps of Engineers (NWD) approved a reconnaissance 
report in 2009 that concluded there is a Federal interest in reevaluating deepening the Grays Harbor 
navigation channel.  The deepening reevaluation feasibility study was initiated in 2009, as noted in LRR 
Section 1.1 (Purpose and Scope of Limited Reevaluation), so the study process was underway before 
CBR was being formally considered as a commodity to be moved at this Port. 

Response to Comment 25-6 

Although the authors of the economic analysis were not present at the February 2013 meeting, key 
representatives of the Corps met to review the major tenets of the project with the Tribe.  The 
justification for the benefits-cost ratio and explanation of the sensitivity analysis regarding CBR exports 
are comprehensively addressed in this SEIS, including in Master Response 3.  

Response to Comment 25-7 

The Corps recognizes the QIN’s strong and consistent stand against developing CBR in Grays Harbor, a 
vital treaty fishery area and culturally-significant resource to the QIN.  However, the deepening project 
would generate efficiencies for all vessels utilizing the PGH, regardless of the commodity each carries.  
Vessels calling at the PGH are projected to benefit from the deepening—even those not now directly 
constrained by draft—due to the reduction in traffic congestion and the longer tidal window.  The 
vessels that most benefit from deepening are the bulk agriculture vessels whose draft when fully loaded 
averages -39 feet.The current study is not intended nor is it part of a greater effort to bring CBR to the 
Port of Grays Harbor.  The purpose of this study is to improve and make more efficient the vessels that 
are currently and expected to operate at the Port of Grays Harbor.  Please see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 25-8 
The change in number of annual vessel calls noted in the study documents is the difference between the 
future without-project condition (i.e. no Federal deepening is implemented) and the future with-project 
condition (that is, deepening to -38 feet).  The numbers, according to the “high” growth projection in the 
SEIS, of CBR vessels (Medium Tankers and ATB’s) expected to use the PGH is approximately 264 in the 
future with the harbor deepening, whereas the number of CBR vessels expected to use the PGH in the 
future without the proposed deepening is approximately 283.  The reduction in vessels calling the PGH 
is due to the moderate efficiencies realized by deepening the channel.  The vessel projections were 
derived through a tonnage forecast and growth rates taken from 2009 Marine Cargo Forecast prepared 
for the Washington Public Ports Association and Washington State Department of Transportation 
(WSDOT).  The Port will see a general increase in vessel traffic, consistent with current growth patterns, 
regardless of implementation of a deepening project: note that the present number of annual vessel calls 
is expected to increase once the project is fully implemented, but the change in annual vessel calls 
attributable to the project (reflected in a comparison between the future with-project condition and the 
future without-project condition) is actually much smaller.  In fact due to efficiencies generated by 
implementation of a deepened channel, the number of total vessel calls is expected to drop from 400 
(under the future without-project condition) to 377 (under the future with-project condition).  This is 
documented in Section 5 of the LRR Appendix A (Economics) which describes the future with-project 
and future without-project vessel movements. 
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The reader will note a distinction between the number of vessels expected to traverse the channel, as 
reflected in the SEIS vice the figures reflected in the LRR and Appendix A (Economics).  This distinction 
is deliberate.  The most likely growth rates reflected in the WSDOT report were used to develop the 
economic modeling (Economic Appendix to the LRR) and are used throughout the LRR so as to be 
conservative in the commodity forecast for the PGH.  As a result, the projection of expected economic 
benefits of project implementation are not inflated or overstated.  In the SEIS, on the other hand, 
optimistic growth rates, although unlikely, in commodities were applied to form a basis for projection of 
the potential environmental impacts associated with this project.  This analysis resulted in a projected 
increase of 51 vessel calls per year attributable to the two-foot deepening.  The economically optimistic 
“high growth” figures therefore reflect an environmentally conservative evaluation, because by 
premising a larger number of vessel calls a greater extent and intensity of potential environmental 
impacts is acknowledged and assessed in the SEIS. 

The Corps did not participate in the development of any environmental or economic analysis associated 
with state permits for terminal development at the POGH, nor did it participate in the cited 
administrative proceedings before the Washington Shoreline Hearings Board.  The Corps’ analysis of the 
number of vessel calls reflects a comparison between projections of future circumstances under the no-
action alternative and projections of future circumstances under Alternative 3.  The projections of future 
vessel transits take an environmentally conservative approach in the SEIS, and an economically 
conservative approach in the LRR.  However, for Corps economic modeling, the number of vessels used 
to move the tonnage expected for CBR was found by determining the most likely vessel size and type 
that would be used to move the petroleum and running it through a bulk loader tool that calculates the 
appropriate number of vessels needed to move said tonnage.  This modeling is described in Section 6.2 
of Appendix A (Economics). Please also see Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 25-9 

The Corps does not make choices on how, when, or in what manner a Port, specifically the PGH, expands 
or facilitates growth.  To the extent that the regulatory jurisdiction of the Corps is triggered, there will be 
a separate Corps regulatory permitting decision yet to be made with respect to any terminal expansion. 
The Corps intends to continue to observe and fulfill the fiduciary responsibilities of the United States to 
the QIN regarding relevant natural resources.  However, Seattle District has not in any way become a 
proponent of CBR in either its Civil Works or its Regulatory capacity.  

Response to Comment 25-10 

The Corps responded to the QIN comment letter in writing on May 2, 2014.  
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1.6.26 USFWS Recommendations in Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act Report 

 
Corps responses to recommendations in the Grays Harbor Navigation Improvement  Project, Grays 
Harbor, Washington Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report are provided in the Grays Harbor 
Navigation Improvement  Project Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) Appendix G Response to Public 
Comments.  Responses Specifically for the following recommendations can be found at: 
 

• “Planning and Analysis” - Responses:  10-13; 10-15; 10-25 
• “Operational Features and Alternatives” - Responses:  10-1; 10-2; 10-4; 10-11; 10-16 
• “Impact Minimization and Conservation Measures” - Response:  10-16 
• “Mitigation for Unavoidable Impacts to Fish and Wildlife Resources” - Response:  10-16 
• “Improving Government-to-Government Relations and Communications” - Responses: 10-1; 10-

25 
• “Upholding Treaty Fishing Rights and Tribal Trust Responsibilities” - As discussed in the SEIS, 

Federally recognized American tribes that may have interest in the proposed action relative to 
existing fish and hunting or traditional use treaty rights are presented in sections 3.14; 4.14; and 
9.2.  Responses: 10-3; 10-4; 10-5; 10-7; 10-10; 25-6; 25-7; and 25-9 also address these issues. 
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